D0C0B2iT BBSOHE 



ID 1B9 721 



EA 012 852 



AOTROB 
TITIB 

mSTITOTION 
POB DATE 
NOTE 



XVHLABLE FROn 



BDBS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Qulndry, Kenneth E.: Schoeninci, Niles 

State ana Local Tax Perforaance^ 1978. A Review of 

1978-79 Tai Legislative Activities, 

Southern Reqional Education Board, Atlanta* Ga. 

BO 

1U9p.j Not available in paper copy due to saall print 
of original docuient. Baps and charts may not 
reproduce clearly. For a related document, see ED 169 
672» 

Southern Regional Education Board, 130 Sixth St.. 
N,«., Atlanta, GA 30313 ($3.00) 

HFOI Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS. 
*Fiscal Capacity; Postsecondary Education; Property 
Taxes: State Legislation: State Prograis: Tables 
(Data) ; *Tax Effort: *Taxes: Tax Rates 
Tax Bases: *Tax Otilization 



ABSTRACT 

... ^- ^ Although intended particularly for use by those in 

public hiaher education, this report provides general current 
information on state and local tax performance. A review of recent 
tax legislation lists 197B measures designed to restrain state 
spending, summarizes 1978 tax legislation in general, and outlines 
the maior legislative action regarding taxes in 1979. Five maps of 
the Onited States display comparative information on tax effort, 
relationships between state tax collections and personal income, 
fiscal capacity, relationships between fiscal capacity and personal 
income, and relationships between tax effort and capacity, charts and 
tables reveal distribution of taxes by source and degree of 
utilization. A detailed analysis of recent changes in the states* tax 
utilization is provided. Key measures for focusing on particular ways 
of viewing tax performance are also made available. Extensive tables 
present the basic data analyzed in the text and in the charts. 
(Author/PGD) 
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HIGHLIGHTS 



1. The movement to limit state and local spendin g continued at a re- 
duced pace In 1979, with Louisiana passing a limit on annual Increases in 
state tax revenues to equal the Increase In personal Income, and with Florida 
passing a local property tax limit . 

2. As a percentage of personal income , state and local taxes in the 
SREB states stood at 10.6 percent in 1978, the most recent year for wnicTi 
statistical data are available, compared with 11.0 percent in the North Central 
states. 1... percent in the Mountain states, 12.8 percent tn Hew England, 13.9 
percent in the Middle Atlantic states, and 14.5 percent in the Pacific states. 



Use of their tax capacity by the SREB states, in terms of averag e 
utilization in the nation, ranged from 73-9 percent in Arkansas to 99.2 per- 

^^y^^^<^ during 1978; the average for the region was 80.4 percent. 
The^REB states collected $11,3 billion less in state and local taxes than 
would have been collected by application of average rates prevailing in the 
nation. 

4. The authors attribute drastically d ecreased state surplu ses in 1978 
and 1979 to tax limitations, reduction enactments, the economic '^slowdown" 
and inflation, 

5. During 1979 some overhauls of personal income taxes were made, in- 
cluding enactment of new credits in Arkansas and Increases of deductions and 
exemptions in North Carolina, Mississippi, and Maryland. Business tax dec^uc- 
tions were revised in Tennessee. For one of the most significant changes of 
1979, namely, the use of indexing (to stabilize the individual's tax bracket), 
no enactments pertained to any SREB states. 

6. Sales Tax revision in 1979 iqcluded progressive exemption of foods 
in West Virginia, reduction of the residential energy sales tax in South 
Carolina, and exemption of water and sewer services to residences in Kentucky. 
Gasoline tax rates were increased in Arkansas and South Carolina. Alcoholic 
beverage taxes were increased in North Carolina. 

7. Property tax reform for the elderly passed in South Carolina, 
Tennessee, .Maryland, and Arkansas during 1979. Texas and Florida acted to 
exempt solar heating and cooling devices from property taxes. Alabama in- 
creased the oil and gas severance ta.: rate. Inheritance tax exemptions were 
increased in North Carolina. " 

8. From 1967 to 1978, sta.a and local taxes in the nation increased from 
$61.5 billion to $195.7 billion, or 218 percent. In the same period personal 
income increased by 176 percent. 
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J^teitJal"' ''''^^ publication of data o„ state and local tax 

Jhl ; J? • ^ °" less-than-average utilization of specific taxes. 

^J^^^^r:^^ inforn^ation focusing on ways to Increase re^enu 
M^h^r^ 0^°'' ^^^^ ^"PP"" °^ ''"^"'^ P""^'-' sc^rvices, particularly 

ii?e th';^" ^'"^ corresponding information on the 

agre-than-average use of specific taxes was added to these reports with a 
view to demonstrating that states often compensate for "underutiU^atlon" of 
some taxes by more- than^aver age use of others. rutiAizatlon of 

The emphasis on balance in state and local systems of taxation continues to 

h^r"" /''"r ^^^^ "veral years there 

?ax« W f T '"w""'' utilization, not of specific 

-att differences in wealth. As SREB data have repeatedly shown, the South 
has been fortunate In continuing to improve relative support of -utUc 
higher education even though the percentage of tax capacity actually utilized 

a^aUable! """^ ^^^^ ^"^^ which data are 

svstems''!;ur?n^^H" 'T'*" ^"^1^^^^^^^ "^^^^-up in their higher educational 
systems during the coming years of reduction in quantitative pressures (due 
to the leveing or decline of enrollment) may. on the one hand, be somewhat 
encouraged in the knowledge that margins of below-average tax oaclty util- 

high, r educational planning in 1980 must take into account th. pressure fo^ 
greater expenditures from a variety of competing public service areas in a 
time of public coolness toward higher taxes. 



Wlnfred L. Godwin 
President 
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OVERVIEW 

Tho SREB reportb on state and local taxes provide currtnt inlormation 
on the one source of institutional income which is more important than any 
othi*r lOT public higher education. For mosL users these reports serve pri- 
marily in a reference capacity. This overview is Intended to assist in 
calling attention to salient aspects of this report which should Interest 
particular i-ategorios of readers. Major contents may be itemized as 
f ol 1 ows : 

1. Key ij^j;^jo^ 19 78 and 1979 Tax Le K^lslatlve Activities . This review 
(pa>»es is in three parts: 

+ a section limiting 197B measures designed to restrain state 

government impending ; 
+ J section summarizing 1978 tax legislation in general; 
^ a st'ction on major legislative activities of 1979. 

2. -"^^'It^^wijlt^Compar isons of Tax Performance . This central core of 
^i>mparative tjx information (pat;es is sunmiarlzed in five maps: 

Map 1 is a display of state and Jpc.iJ tax collections per 

capi ta--a simple measure of "rax effort." 
+ Map 2 also shows tax colKu^tlons per state, but in relation 

Pi'-L'^iV?-^ J " c ome . 
4 Map 3 is intended to measure tax abilit y or capacity by 

showing how much each state wpuld collect if its taxes were 

levied at rates equal to the national average. 
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This Mae Manure of ability or capacity Is expressed In 

Map H In relation to pers ^ il Income , 
•f Map 5 (and Chart C) shows how the states range In the degree 

to which their respective tax efforts (collections) match 

their capacity or ability, as measured by the national average . 
Each map is based upon the documentation to be found in the designated 
source tables. Table A presents a state and regional comparison of over- 
and under-utllization Ir total dollars. Tables 1-19 Comprise the basic 
tabulations. 

3- Distribution of State and Local Taxes by Source and by Performance or 
Degree of Relative Utilization : 

^ Chart A provides a graphic representation of aTnounts 

collected under the various categories of state and local 
taxes in the nation . Chart B shows the same Inforriatlon for 
the SREB region. The most striking contrasts are the smaller 
reliance on property and income taxes in the SREB states and 
the greater dependence on sales taxes, when compared with the 
national average. 

+ Tablr C expresses, for each stata, the pattern of reliance 
on the various tax sources by showing how much the yield from 
each tax varies from the amount collectible were that state's 
rate to equal the national rate. This is a convenient device 

for showing how a state's tax profile deviates from the national 
pattern in terms of the differing yields from each tax. 
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CHART A \ 
STATE AND iCX5AL TAXES BY SQURCE 
ALU STATES AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 1978 
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SOURCE: T«b»M 7. 8. 9. 1 3. und 1 6. 



CHART B 

STATE AND LOCAL TAXES BY SOURCE 
SREB REGION, 1978 
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SOURCE: TABLES 7. 8. 9. 13. and 15. 
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Deiallad An alysis of Ta x P erfornmnc. . For a detailed analysis of 
che most r<?cont annual and historical changes in the performance 
of each typi? of tax, Che reader should refer to pages 92-131. 
^J>^m,^Iivg^.SM,^^^ Measur es of Tax Patterns . The reader will 

note chat in addition to the basic "representative tax analysis" of 
chia report , chc authors provld^^ several key measures vhlch can be 
useful for focusing on particular ways of viewing tax performance. 
+ Thus, Table 14 presents state and local taxes as a percentage of 
personal income . In ad-Htion, a ranking of the 50 states is given, 
showing their relative position in terms of a "tax burden" index. 
The tax burden index expresses tax utilization, not only in 
relation to total personal income in a state, but also with 
respect to per capita income, thereby gauging impact of taxes 
upon Che individual taxpayer residing in a state. 
+ Also shown In Table 14 is information on (a) taxes as a percent 
ut state and local revenues and (b) federal aids as a percent 
of >;eneral revenues. 
+ Tabie 17 provides data on comparative distribution of state 
taxes and i.ical taxes. 
X^.^ J^iLL?L^ • Average tax rates over time are summarized in Table B. 
TablcH \ P cind Q provide Information on each state's rates for partic- 
uLir caxt*^;, Ovime I v sales, cigarette, and gasoline taxes- 
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TABLK A 

OVKR- AND IIKDERUTILIZATION* OF TAXES 
BY RECMON. 1978 
(DollaraMn Thousands) 



Ove rut t llzat ion UnderuL lllzat ion 

Net 

Number ' Number Over/Un<ii^r 

... , ^g^^.^^, of Stales AniQunt of States li^lllzati on 

:;ow England States $ 957,491 2 $ 540,460 4 $ -417,031 

liiddle At>lancic 

<),OI7,130 1 2,014,125 3 -4,003,024 

North Central 

^^^^^'^ 611,095 2 7,130,148 10 6,519,051 

SK£ii States 0.0 0 11,343,899 14 31,343,899 

Mountain States 132,704 1 1,179,999 8 1,047,297 

Piicific States 4,710,552 3 275,531 2 -4,435,023 
District of 

Columbia 77,824 1 -77,824 

TOTAL $12,506,816 10 $22,434,162 41 $9,977,339 

SOURCE: Table 12 

*lt will be noted in this table .md In Tables 1-16 that colv.nns showing 
net over- an;^ underut 11 izat ion of abMity" express underutllizaf ion as a 
positive number of dollars, while ove/ut i) Izat ion is expressed an a minus 
number. This is consistent with the definition of tax ability as tax 
^:.^J lirl^'jLiojis i'Jus jhe^ amount under ut i 1 i zed or mi nus the amo unt overiltTlized 
ai* tho case mjy bo. " 
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TABLE B 
AVERAGE TAX RATES* 



Tax Source 


1975 


1976 


1977 


1978 


Qaneral Sales and Receipts 


$ 24.83 


$ 24.72 


$ 25,66 


$ 26,32 


Alcoholic Beverage Sales 


2.09 


1,97 


1,86 


1,77 


Tobacco Sales and Receipts 


2 .84 


2,70 


2.51 


2-35 


Insurance Sales and Receipts 


1.47 


1.^9 


l.o3 


1.67 


Public Utility Salea and Receipts 


3,60 


3.73 


3/79 


3,69 


Other Selective Sales 


1.24 


1.32 


1.40 


1.43 


Death and Gift 


1.20 


1.16 


1.27 


1,16 


General Property 


43.06 


43,08 


43.29 


41,29 


Individual Incooie 


22.14 


22.83 


24.50 


24,99 


Corporate Income 


6.03 


6,01 


6,95 


7.31 


Alcoholic Beverage Licpnse 


0,12 


0.12 


0.12 


0.11 


Motor Vehicle License** 


29.77 


32.65 


33.49 


33.43 


Motor Fuels*** 


62.61 


65,27 


66.75 


66.77 


Severance**** 


57,27 


43.79 


46.62 


47,02 


Transfer 


0.48 


0.48 


0,58 


0,66 


ALL TAXES 


$119,58 


$119.73 


$122.88 





♦Dollars per $1,0(00 of personal income unless otherwise designated. 
**Based on the number of registered vehicles. 
***Ba8ed on gallons of consumption of niotor fuels on highways. 
****Based on dollars per $1,000 of severed products. 



SOURCE: The 1978 rates computed from data in Tables 1-11 of this report; 
1975-1977 data from Kenneth E. Quindry and Niles G. Schoening, State 
and Local Tax Abiljtty and Effort > 1977 (Atlanta, Southern Regional 
Education Board , .1979) , Table 34. 
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A REVIEW OF 1978-1979 TAX LEGISUTION 
Spendlntj; Limits and Tax Reforms 

Sweeping changi^ in the tax systems of many states was the main story 
of 1978. The roost spectacular developments were xestrainxs on government 
expansion through the use of tax expenditure limitations and taxing limits. 
Presently, at least seven states (including Tennessee and Texas) have adopted 
plans designed to restrain g:overnment spending at the state level. These 
new laws are highlighted in the section below: 

Colorado: Passed in 1977, the Colorado law limits annual increases 
in ^Late spending to 7 percent. Revenues collectad in excess of the limit 
are reserved for emergencies and for tax relief. Last November » Colorado 
voters defeated an additional proposal that would have limited growth in 
per capita expenditures of state and local government to the annual rate 
of growth in the U.S. consumer price index. Successful opponents of the 
measure argued that the existing statutory requirement already restrains 
spending to a greater degree than the new proposal. 

New Jersey; The New Jersey spending limit, passed in 1976, has re- 
cently been extended until 1983, The law provides that Increases in state 
appropriations each fiscal year are limited to average increases in personal 
income over the two calendar years Immediately preceding the budget period. 

Tennessee ; Tennessee was the first state to pass a constitutional 
rather than a statutory spending limit. The wording of the Tennessee limit 
requires that appropriations from state tax revenues not grow faster than 
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the rate of growth of the state's economy. Growth in the state's econony 
iB defined by statute to mean thds rate of growth of personal income* 

Tennessee '$ law, Hawafi's constitutional spending limit 
U \ sed on the estifliaCed rat£ of growth of the state's economy. It limits 
all ^expenditures from the general fund, not Just appropriations from state 
tax revenues. To date, the Hawaiian legislature has not provided final 
implementation to the wording of the amendment. 

^^^^^ ' The Texas anjendment is also similar to the Tennessee plan. 
It limits spending to the growth of the state's economy. The Texas legis- 
lature has not yet passed implementing legislation. 

Michigan: Last year voters in Michigan passed Proposal E, better 
known aa the Headlee Amendment. It freezes state spending to the percentage 
of personal income represented by state spending in the fiscal year 1979 
state budget. This figure Is approximately 9.4 percent. The amendment also 
provides that the proportion of total state spending going to local govern-- 
ment cannot fall below the current figure of 41 percent. 

Arizona: Voters approved a constitutional amendment last year limiting 
state appropriations to 7 percent of total state personal income. Proposi- 
tion 101 » initiiited by the legislature and implemented during the fiscal 
1980 budget cycle, constrains all state taxes and user fees. 

Legislative actions in other states during 1978 proposed more modest 
limits on state spending or taxing. The Delaware legislature adopted a bill 
providing that no more than 98 percent of estimated general fund revenues 
plus unencumbered balances trom prior years may be appropriated each budget 
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year. The Venwainlng 2 percent forms an accumulating reserve for future 
revenue tluctuat lon^j . To override this llinlt requires a three-fifths vote 
of both legislative houses. In South Dalcota , the electorate approved a 
constitutional amendment requiring any tax increase to be approved by two- 
thirds of both houses of the legislature. 

In addition to limits on state taxing and spending, a number of states 
adopted limits on local property taxes. The most famous of these is 
Proposition 13, pa:3«ed by California voters in spring 1978. During the 
remainder of the year several other states followed California's lead. 
Proposition U-type proposals were approved in Idaho and Nevada in November. 
MJLM.9ii.ri voters approved a constitutional amendment allowing the srate 
government to limit increase^ in local taxes. In Alabama voters approved 
constitutional limits on effective property tax rates. 

Efforts to limit state and local taxing and spending along with numerous 
legislative actions to reduce rates and bases of major taxes have served to 
decrease drastically state surpluses in 1978 and 1979. According to the 
Commerce Department, combined budget balances of states and localities, ex- 
eluding iocial insurance funds, plunged from a surplus of $8.4 billion in 
the first quarter of 1978 to a deficit of $6.1 billion In last year's second 
quarter. In California, the impact oi Proposition 13 and other tax cuts 
reduced the state surplus from $4 billion at the end of fiscal 1978 to $2,5 
billion one year later. It seems likely that the tax reforms and limits of 
1978 will considerably reduce the long-run growth rate of state and local 
spending, and will have a growing impact on the total federal system of pub- 
lic finance in the United States as time goes on. 



Qcher Ma 1o- Legialaclve Action, 1978 

Many Uglslatares across the country enacted major tax reform packages 
during the 1978 sessions. Few major tax increases were enacted; numerous 
states sOubstantlally reduced rates for personal Income taxes and created 
or expanded credits, deductions, or exemptions. 

In reviewing the statistics contained in this volume it should be 
retDembered chat legislative actions taken in 1978 will have had a negligible 
effect on tax collections in fiscal year 1978. Most calendar year 1978 
changes should be fully effective in fiscal year 1979. A brief review of 
slgnifiranc tax actions taken by the states in 1978 is given below. No 
attempt Is made to detail the numerous tax changes having only a slight 
impact on future revenue collections. 

Individual Income Taxes . During 1978, six states enacted major changes 
in their personal income taxes. A number of others took actions to increase 
credits and deductions to bring them more in line with the rapidly increasing 
cost of living. 

(1> California and Colorado indexed personal income tax brackets to 
annual changes in consumer prices, 

(2) New York and Minnesota lowered rates for the highest bracket tax- 
payers. Maine lowered rates for middle incomes. 

(3) North Dakota and New Mexico lowered rates for all incoma levels 
and Vermont repealed the income tax surcharge. 

(^) Nebraska and Rhode Island Increased rates. 
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(b) District of Columbia, Idaho, N6w Mexico, Rhode Island, and Minnesota 
increased various income tax credits. Alaska created a new credit. 
Indiana and M.unc incrfdsed personal exempt ioriii while Mississippi 
increased the standard deduction. Arizona indexed both the standard 
deduction and exemption to annual changes In consumer pricc-s, 

(b) California, Colorado, Delaware, Hawaii, Indiana, Michigan, Vermont, 
and Wisconsin expanded ot created new income tax credits for home 
energy-saving devices. 

General Sales Taxes 

(1) New Mexico lowered general sales tax races. 

(2) South Dakota mcreese^i rates from 4 to 5 percent. Nebraska authorized 
an increase in the local sales tax from 1/2 percent to 1 percent. 

(3) Minnesota, Mississippi, and Texas exempted residential heating fuels 
from sales taxes, Ohio exempted residential water sales. 

rpo r a 1 1 on 1 nc ome Taxes 

(1) Maine lowered co-porate tax rates; Nebraska and North Daliota increased 
them. 

(2) New York phased out the unincorporated business tax. ^ 

(3) Maine created a new jobs credit and Ohio exempted new energy generating 
facilities from the corporate income tax formula. 

K,.tor veh icle taxes were raised in four states and lowered in one state. 
Towa increased gasoline taxes in two annual stages; the first stage to take 
effect in 1978 with the rate ;ncreasing from 7 to 8-1/2C a gallon and the 
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second In 1979 with a further increase to lOC ^ gallon, Michigan and Utah 
raised rates by 2c a gallon and Oklahoma enacted a new 5--l/2c tax on dlesel 
fuel. Dalaware redMced rates from 11c to 9c a gallon. 

Other Taxes 

(1) Kansas and Michigan increased motor vehicle registration fees. 

(2) Michigan, Rl^ode Island, and South Dakota Increased alcohol beverage 
taxes. 

(3) Alabama, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
and Virginia Increased homestead exemptions for senior citizens under 
the property tax. 

(4) Maine voted a property tax rebate and Scuth Dakota repealed the tax 
on personal property. 

(5) Iowa. Massachusetts.. Cnlo, Tennessee, and Texas exempted new energy- 
saving systems from the property tax. 

(6) Florida reduced severance tax rates on phosphates. South Dakota 
created a new severance tax on oil and gas, and New Mexico increased 
severance tax rate.-. Kentucky extended severance taxes tc coal pro- 
cessing as well as mining. 

(7) Inheritance and gift tax exemptions and deductions were raised in 
Connecticut. Kansas. Kentucky. Maryland, Michigan. Massachusetts. 
Rhode Island. South Dakota. Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. South 
Carolina increased inheritance tax rates. 
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M..l,.| |„, J,., 

Tho ,».,......„, ,„ U.U »t«. .„J ,p„j,„^ ^^^^ 

-r,. n„.,.s ^.„^^,.,^ ^^^^^^ 

r.i.on. a bill was enacted to limit the growth of state 

appropriations to the annual rate of incr..^.^. i 

lncreaj,e In personal income. In Utah, 

a state and UKai appropriat inns limit was pas^ed K r ^ , 

iiuii. was, passed, but implementation will 

t.... p,.e. .„ui ,-,scaI ,,82. .,3, ^ 

,„ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 

»PP.o,..uu„„. „ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

and Now Mi?xico. 

OCher important tax changes are detailed in the following section: 
H) ...jor overhaul, of i^s^aJ_i,u:om^^ made thxs year in a 

n..ber of ..ac.s. a part of a tax refo™ parage, Wisconsin ceased 

Withhold.^ income taxes in .he months of ^^^^^^^ 

^" " ' - 'iabiUt, CO ever, taxpayer 

Of record. Arizona, Minnesota. Towa and Wisconsin moved to index in- 

tax hracKe:s and Indiana. Vermont. Minnesota, and Delaware reduced 
raco.s. Indiana enaoted a new property tax deduction for renters, and 
-^no.d r-uos from 2.0 to 1.9 percent; and New Mexico passed a new 

tax orodit. Colorado and Arkansas also enacted new credits. 

Kxomption.s .,n.l dodiK tion.^ were inrroKn.i v 

in.r.ased xn Kansas. Montana, Minnesota, ■ 
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Iowa, Korth Carolina, Misslssippji , Wisconsin, Massachusetts, and 
Maryland. In Ohio the legislature authorized school districts to 
ievy a temporary local Incotne tax with a 1 percent maxiraura ra^ra to pay 
back loans from the state emergency school fund. 
Corporate Income tax rates were increased in California. Idaho 
imposed a new business franchise tax based on income, and Illinois 
enacted a new tax equal to 2.85 percent of net income :lo replace a 
property tax declared unconstitutional. Maine, Delaware and Colorado 
passed new investment tax credits; Tennessee revised business tax 
deductions. North Dakota repealed business and corporation privilege 
taxes. 

A (lumber of states acted to increase exemptions under the sales tax . 
Colorado, West Virginia, and Nevada exempted food; Illinois exempted 
food and drugs. South Carolina lowered sales tax ^ates from ^ percent 
to 3 percenc on residential energy sales. Kentucky exempted sales of 
water and sewer services to residences, and Wisconsin and Connecticut 
enacted new exemptions for energy-saving devices. Washington reduced 
the general sales tax rate l/lO of 1 percent. The Missouri legislature 
authorized counties to impose a local sales tax in conjunction with 
property tax reductions. The maximum rate is 1/2 of 1 percent. The 
Illinois legislature authorized a 1 percent sales tax in Cook County 
and a 1/4 of 1 percent tax in suburban Chicago counties to support a 
regional transportation system. 

K 
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(M UosolLK. lux ralos were inrr.a^.d In South Dakota. N..braska, Arkansia.s. 
Now HampHlnrc, Washington, Montana. South Carolina, and Pennsiylvanl a . 
Montana .uihorizod a :c a i,.anon loca] gasoline ta^, and. Nc^vada autho- 
riicd a'2c u yallon Increase in the county gasoline tax. New Mexico 
nK.vod to indox the state gasoline lax to changes In average wholesale 
prices. Michigan increased the marine f uel ' lax rate by 2c a gallon. 
Oklahon«. Utah, South Dakota, and North D.ikota increased cigarette 

and 'lU:.uJioJ_be_vy-a^s_t_axe^ were raised In North Carolina and 

Nevada. 

(5) Ohl.^ Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Colorado, nilnols. Ml., .esota, 

WyotDlng. South Carolina, Nevada, Tennessee. North Dakota, and Indiana 
•u-t.d to expand homestead exemptions lor the elderly. Maryland voted 
rroj>,^rtj,,rnx rebate, for elderly renters; Tennessee and Arkansas acted 
to freeze property taxes paid by the elderly to an amount not to 
.'xceod the 1978 tax. Florida imposed a limit on local property tax 
collections of no more than 105 percent of 1978 revenues. Massachusetts 
enactea a bill limiting local property tax revenue Increases to no 
■m.re ih.,n 4 percent a year. l.t;,h reduced .-^.siiessmeni rates from 30 
percent to 25 ;H.rcent of fair ca.sh value. Starting 1.. fiscal year 
1981, bu.siness inventories will be exempt from property taxes in 
Calunrnln. Toxa.s, Florida, and Connecticut acted to exempt solar 
heat in/, and coolinH devices from the property tax. In Indiana, the 
int-inglbles tax will be reduced gr.iduallv over a 15-year period from 
its current rate of 1 /A of 1 percent. 



New leverance taxes were passed In four scacea. Oregon Imposed 
an additional forest products tax of 9c per 1,000 board feet, 
Oklahoma enacted a coal production tax, and South Dakota passed 
a new coal severance tax, Washington enacted a milling tax on 
uraniuxn and thorium; Alabama increaaed the oil and gas severance 
tax rate from A to 6 percent. Bank tax rates increased in 
California and South Dakota. Inheritance tax exemptions were in- 
creased in Idaho, North Carolina, Indiana, Washington, Michigan, 
Kansas^ and Wyoming. South Dakota acted to reduce inheritance 
tax rates. Nev Mexico enacted a new cred7.i. under the gross receipts 
tax for p.ev machinery. Washington passed a new business and 
occupations tax on stevedores, caxgc agents, etc- Nevada increased 
rates under the sporting and events tax. South Dakota Increased 
insurance premium tax rates, and New \oTk passed a new mortgage 
recording tax. 
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STATEWIDE COMPARISONS OF TAX PERFORMANCE 



This study presents comparative meat^ures of state and local govern- 
ment tax ability and effort. The approach utilized, namely, the represen- 
tative ta^ system concept, la one of several possible alternatives for 
meauuring cax ability and tax performance. Thlq concept dates back almost 
three-quarters of a century. It has been continually improved and used 
from time to time by orgt nlzations such as the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) and The Brookings Institution. 

The representative tax system concept was first utilized for the 
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) by Professor James W, Martin some 
20 years ago. While the current approach is essentially the same as his. 
It has been modified, extended, and computerized. The series of SREB 
annual reports- dating back to 1967 is the only continuous and comparable 
annual »2stimate of relative state-local tax ability and effort in existence 

The emphasis of the entire series is on comparing (a) the "ability" 
oi state and local governments to coilcrt taxes — the taxible resources 
(Maps 3 and 4), (b) tax collections or "effort" (Maps 1 and 2), and (c) 
tax perfurmance— effort related to ability (Map 5). It was the Legalization 
of widespread differences in taxable rescurces, the utilization of the 
resources, and the resulting differences in the adequacy of public services 
that first led Professor Martin and SREB to initiate these studies. 
They recognized that many states with below-average service levels were 
also making belov-avera^e efforts to support public services- 
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MAPI 

STATE AND LOCAL PER CAPITA T^X EFFORT 
IN FISCAL 1978 




SOURCE: Table 18 
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MAP 2 

STATE AND LOCAL TAXES PER $1000 OF PERSONAL INCOME 

IN FISCAL 1978 
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MAP 3 

STATE AND LOCAL PER CAPITA TAX ABILITY 
IN FISCAL 1978 




SOURCE: Table 18 
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SOURCE: Table 18 
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MAP5 

STATE AND LOCAL NET OVER- AND UNDERUTILIZATION 

IN FISCAL 1978 




SOURCE: Table 16 
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CHART C 

COMPARISON OF STATE AND LOCAL TAX UTILIZATION 
BY REGION AND BY STATE 
FISCAL 1978 



ERIC 



•TAriAIIWMMMMl 



mm vmiAMi •tati* 

COMMiCtKUT 



MAMACHWMm 



VflMOMT 

MWPlt ATUMtTlC STATU 
MU^WAIM 

MtW VOMK 

MOWTH CIMTWAi tTAT« 

(MMAMA 
K7WA 



WMTN OANOTA I 
OfK> 7«.f ■■MM 



»<MT>4 OAII(rrA '7.* i 



•^41 
7tA4 flV^H 



RIimiCIfY 
tOOtlAMA 
MAJ|VVA|« 



•0M1I«CAIWI,MA ia.*l 
TIMMMfll M.* m 



•HI I 



WffIT VMMMMA 

MOMHTAIMtTATn 

AMEOMA 

rCH,0llAOO 

iiONTAMA 
IWAOA 



•1.11 



17.11 
•771 



OKLAMCtiA 
UTAH 



Mu:mcfTAm 

ALUKA 

CAiironmA 



nmcTorcoLiMM 



ML7fl 
••.•I 



23 



\ 111.4 



^0 



All such measures, commonly referred to as "representative tax systems" 
studies, are similar In concept.* The general procedure is to estimate tax 
ability by selecciiig a standard proxy tax base for each major tax or tax 
category and then applying a set of uniform (usually average) rates to the 
proxy bases in each state. Tax ability is then compared with actual tax 
•coHectiona (eftortT fo evaluate and compare tax perfonnance withlti and 
among states. If a state were to apply the full complement of average rates, 
its tax effort would be exactly equal to Its tax ability. By applying above- 
or below-average rates, states may over- or underutlllze tax ability. 

This report is a state-local (jurisdictional) effort/ability study and 
not a resident burden/capacity study. It does not attempt to measure resi- 
dent capacity to pay taxes or the burdens placed on Individual capacities. 
It is designed primarily to measure how extensively nnd Intensively the 
states and local governments are utilizing the taxable resources within 
their jurisdiction to tax. 

In theoretical terms, tax ability is equal to resident capacity to 
pay plus Che not capability to shift taxes to nonresidents through inter- 
state economi;- activities. All states export taxes through interstate 



* Some recent reports include Robert Relschauer, Rich Governments: P oor 
Governments (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1974); D. — 
Kent Halscead, Tax Wealth in the Fifty States (Washington, D.C. : U S 
Government Printing Office, 197:); and Advisory Commission on Inter-' 
Goveniraental Relations, Measuring the Fiscal Capacity and Effort of 
Si£te_and Local Areas (Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
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economic t ranisac tlona, t)ius reducing cht? burdens on residents. By the same 
token, all scale*, import taxes, thus reducing the capacity of residents to 
pay taxes levied by the home st^ie and localities Some states are net tax 
exporters; others are net tax iroporters. As a result, some states vill 
i?xperience ^ net increase in ability to collect taxes beyond that reflected 
in resident capacities, while others will suffer net decreases. Ability 
iBe«aui^6 T^tlect only imperfectly this shifting capability. 

Tax effort is generally measured by actual tax collections. However, 
nontax charges and tees occupy an important place among sources of state 
and looal revenue. While many are in the nature of user fees and are 
closely associated with the cost of providing the service and with the 
beneficiary, they do finance a service that might in ether circumstances 
be financed by taxes. Consequently, the comparative use of nontax revenues 
is now incorporated in the SREB studies. It Is presented separate.^ in 
order to preserve the annual tax comparability seales. 

Closely allied to charges and fees are another source of nontax reve- 
nues. The tax revenue of alcoholic heverajse and public utility selective 
salt.>s taxes are augmented in the report by net profits of publicly owned 
liquor stores and municipal utilities. The profits are assumed to be in 
lieu of taxes usually Imposed on similar private enterprises.* 



* Soe the appendix for a not3 on tlie methodology followed in the SREB 
lax performance reports. 




STATt PROFILES OF TAX UTILIZATION 

This reporCs primary valufc liec In the opportunity provided to public 
officials CO compare and evaluate their state's tax performance and trends. 
While performance is measured in all cases against national norms, it is 
not Intended to suggest that a state should restructure Its tax system or 
alter tax levels In order to conform to those norms. Variety In tax systems 
and tax levels is, in fact, desirable in a large, decentralized, highly 
complex, economic society. Tax policy is largely a product of economic, 
geographic, political and social characteristics, and states differ In 
these respects. Table C presents state tax profiles which apply th« basic 
concept of "above average" and "below average" utilization to demonstrate 
the diversity of the 14 SREB states' reliance upon the respective taxe?. 

Geographic location and natural resource endowments are instrumental 
in fashioning state-local tax policies. For example, a few states with 
extensive jnineral resources, fisheries, and forests can use the severance 
tax productively; others, poor in these resources, cannot. A few states 
with particular climatic, locational, and topographical characteristics 
depend significantly on tourism to contribute to tax revenues. 

The desire for economic development has caused many states to reassess 
the taxes bearing on business firms. This is notably true in the current 
"frost belt-sunbelt" competition for inrfustrial locations. In both areas, 
business taxes are being depreciated-ln the first, to maintain the historic 
role as manufacturing center, and in the second, to develop manufacturing 
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TABLE C 



\.IUIZaTION Of ^lAli ANu lOLAv 1 AX AbltlTY. 
- . AlAdAMA,lV7o 



lt>*t Ofr TAA 
CtNtPAt JALti ANJ OHCSi> KtLflPTS 

AiLnnriic ucvt^AOEb 

rOfACtf PRCUUUl^ 
I N.SURANCfc 
PLRl IC UT III TI15> 
Cl.Hf P 

STATt Cf ATM AND G I M 
(tNlKAL PPiPtKlY 
INOIVIDUAL INCOJii 
tC^lPORATt tKLLHt 

iTAlf AlClHCllL bLVE»"ACt LlCtN^>^ 
^Cfnp VfUClt LlLtN:>t 

TOP FUHS 
51 Vf HANC t 
1»«ANSJ f«< 



AHCoM COlLLCTtL 
cut lb AUUVk 
AVt HAOt N AT t 

k 77, 70e,CCC 

t>l>f 8J7, CCC 
t . bt)3, CCC 
^ l.^t l,CCC 
UtrOl 7.CCC 



1 If bl^.COC 



AMGOM COLLECThw» 
Due To btlO»» 
AV tK aO£ «AI k 



7ti I'to 7, DOC 
<»«>,^8 7»oOC 

7 i83 J,000 



TOTAl S 



2^1, 3:56, OCC 



Mr UNUTILI/IJ POUNTIAL UXCfcSS 
••t^ElOh AvlMAut- YitlCS OVfK 



7^^, 121 rOJD 



Amounts shown in the first colunin indicate extent to wh^ch the 
designated Ca^os arc given "above average" utilization compared 
with the natioiK Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
lo which thi^ group of taxes is given "below average*' utilization 
.'omparod with the nation (these amounts correspond ro those entries 
on rabies which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 

line IS the dltference between column totals and shows how much 
nH)re revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation w^«re applied, lable is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

UTUWAflON Of iTATt AKU lCCAL TA)i ABILITY, 
ARf^ANSA:>ii9?b 



VtPt 0^ TAX 

CENTRAL 5ALES A^O vkL^S KECEIPTS 
5EL6CTIVE SALfci* AND GHCi^S RfcCfclPlS 

AICOHCLIC litVtKAofeS 

TOBACCC PFGDUCIS 

INSURANCE 

PUBt IC ur IL ITI ti» 

OlHtR 

5IATF CCjTH mho Clf T 
CENERAL PROPERTY 
INDIVIOUAL INCOJIfc 
CCRPOKATe fKCOMt 

5IAT£ ALCOHCHC btVtKAGt LiCtNSt 

►flOR FUFLS 

HVtRANCE 

I^ANSf 



AHCbM CCLLCCUC 
OUE TO AdCVk 
AVfcHAGt: KAlt 



iSr G3b» CCC 
3,-tdlf CCC 



1 i r 7C 7r COC 



AMOUNT COLLeClbO 
OUk TO ehU}¥t 
AVtRAGfe RATh 

17 ,57e,00C 



11 i9bl,00C 
i6r'»03vOOC 

12»10UOOO 
If^ »573,00C 

9,O97,0OC 
570, COC 

, ^2 C r 00 C 
S .6'>7,00C 



TOTAIS 

iJNUTlLWtJ POTtNTlAL IEXCE:>S 
•AaOVF AWEBJ^t" YitLOS) 



i 3^1^^ JrCOC 



^33» 1 58,000 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated caxen are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation. Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 

Tvl\irr''" ^'fJ"' n'^^r ^""^^ y^*^^^ ^^"^8^ rates in 

the nation were applied. T.ible is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TAflJ-E C (Continued) 

Um. IZATION Of- STAlfc AND LUCAL TAX ABlHT>, 
FCOMIDA* 1970 



llrPfe Uf lAA 

CtNEHAl SALt:> ANO G»Ci>S RECEIPU 
5CLECJlVe SALiS ANi) GliCSS RUtlPtS 

AlCOHCtIC k£VEAACe:^ 

TCBACCC PRCDUCIS 

INSULA NCC 

PUBLIC IllTl 

STAfE OFATH AND GI^T 
CFNEPAL fHOPeRTY 
IKDIVIOUAL INCONt 

cOrtPOftATe i^coHt 

iTATE ALCCHCLIC tJLVtfiAOL LiCtNSE 

PCTOR VE^-fCtb LiCtN^t 

P»CTOR FUELS 

SEVERANCE 

l«ANSfER 



AHClM CbLLECtEC 
Oi>E 10 AUCvt 
AVtf<AGE KAtC 

137,807, COC 
6S«52(, COO 

22C.*>b7, CCC 



tr^06f CCC 
2tr Btt6, COC 
17,a2Sf COG 
6,il^,CCC 
i2r, 222, OOC 



AHUUM CCUECIkD 
out TO eELOli 
AVtRAGe RAie 



10,672,000 

^3,792,000 

24f39«,00C 
^47,^26,0uC 
1 f ^ IH,^06,000 
ietif023,00C 



TOTALS 



673, 102, OOC 



I 2,3 32,816,000 



Ktl UNUTlLUtO PUltNTlAL lEXCtSS 
Cf "btLOta AVtRAbt"» VikLOS OVER 
"ABOVE AVERAGE** YIELDS) 



♦ i 1,659,7U,000 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compered 
with the nation. Amounts shown in the second column Indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Tnble Is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

UllUZATION Of ST*IE ANO LOCAL TAX ABIIITV, 
CEOHCIA,t9 7l» 



A1»CUN1 COLLECTED AMOUNT COLLECTED 

T»<»t » TAX AVESAGt KA1£ AVERAGE RATE 

^MJ^^ c-**-'' RECEIPTS » 55.*8C,CCC » 

SELECTIVE S*Lti AMl> GfcOiS RECEIPTS 

ALCGHCHC eevEHAGES 80,1J8,00C 

TO0ACCC MU)UCT;» \s2 QCa 

lN$U«ANCe 3,"o;oOC 

PUBLIC UTILIT.E. 5..2Z,.OO0 

26,9<#C,00C 

SIATC DEATH AND ClfT j_ . --^ 

(ENENAL P«npfcRT» J^^!^'^?^ 
INOIVIOUAi IKCONE ^os p^.nor 

CORPORATE IKCOUE 

STATE ALCOHCLIC BEVtRACE LlCfcNSE nor 

SIVERAKCf a, 711,000 

16,23S,00C 

» I*C,01C,C0C t Bi2,2a!.,00C 

MT UNUTILIZED POTENTIAL (EXCESS 
CP "ftFLOt* AvEdAliE" VltLDS OVER 

-AeovE AVERAGE- YIELOSI 6«2.2Xt.JJD 



Aaounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
vrith the nation. AK)unt8 shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 



30 

'S7 



TAbLE C (Continued) 
UTIll/ATlUN 0^ STAIfc ANC LLCAt TAX ABILITY, 



TYPE TAX 

((NE«Al SAlEi AND GKC^S ftfcCEIPTS 
SttfcCtlve SAtfcS ANU CMCi^ RfeCfclPTS 

ALCOHOLIC BtVtltAGtS 

TC^ACCC PRCJUCIS 

INSURANCE 

PueL IC UT ILlTlkS 

OTHef) 

!TATt CfATH AND GIM 
(ENERAL fHOf'kHTY 
iKDlVlDUAt iKCCHt 

CCJIPORATE iKCvJMc 

5IAIF ALCOHCIIC ofcVfcKAGfc LiCENSe 

PfTOR VkHlClt LlCfcNi>t 

► CTC*< t\)€lS 

SEVERANCE 

IHANSFER 



AMLUNT tULLECTED 
Ock IC AbCVfc 
AVkRALc KATE: 



i3iS7lpCCC 



2?f735,C0C 



AlOUNT COLLECTED 
out IC htlCM, 
AVEKAGE RATE 

,380,000 

23f 66CfOOC 

^i»731,OOC 



3if 22iOOC 

^. I l*,OOC 
2i r-fbC,000 

1 f 07^,, 000 
27.302,000 

90C,00C 
12,605,000 



TOTALS 



l2a,B5S,C0C 



6S7,88S,O0C 



^ET UNUTILISED PultNTlAL lExCESS 
Cf ••©FtOK AVERAGE* YUlCS OVER 
"AftHvE AVERAU:" YIELDS^ 



?>6S, 031,000 



Anwunts shown in Che first column indicate extent to which the 
de^signated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation* Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (th^se amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables J-Jb which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line in the differiuice between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. T:ibK* is derived trom basic tables l-IO. 
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TABLE C CConCtTiued) 

L1IL1ZATICN Of STATt AND COCAL TAA AblLlUt 
IDUi SUNA,197S 



ItPt Of lAX 

CENTRAL SALES ANJ C«C:>!> KtCElPTS 
UIECTIV^ SALfcS AND GKC!>S RECEIPTS 

roBACCc pv^coocis 

INSORANCF 
PUBL IC •JTUITIE^ 
. DTMER 

5IATE DEATH AND GIF T 
(ENEAAi P«OFt«Ty 
IKOIVICUAL iKCOHt: 
(CPJ»ORATE UCOHt 

JTATE ALCCHCl.lL dfcVEHAOfe LiCtNSfc 

KTOR VEhlCLE LICENSfc 

^CfO« FUELS 

!EWE8ANCE 

IRANSFER 



AMCUNt CCLLECTEC 
Ul£ TC ABCVE 
AVfcHAGR RilTf 

ft 3lSr636»CCC 

7 |6&^,00C 
irU7,C0C 
20t4i?3f CCC 



7tl^l,00C 



061 tCOC 
67rJ07tCOC 



AMOUNT COLLECTED 

oufc rc eELQh 

AVERAGE RATE 



25,e5CfOOi: 
9.223,000 

l2,19!)rO0C 

^22 r^76,000 

73E,000 
32,43if00C 



l6vi^^f 000 



TOTALS % >2ei3^7rOOC $ l,U7,3Se»O0O 

« 

KET UNUTILIZED POTENTIAL (EXCESS 
CF -bfLOli AVfcRAvit- tItLi.S DVCR 

•AdOVE AVERiCt* YULa:>> » 7 1 S , 2 4r2 ♦0:)0 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation. ABK>unt8 shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantifies). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states* taxes would yield If the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE G (Continued) 

U1UUATIGN OF ifcTAU ANU tCLAL U)t ABILITV, 
iAHVLA»t&,i97o 

\ 



t >Pfc Of I AX 

(ENFkAL SALEli ANJ ufiCl^S HtCEiPTS 

ALCOHCL It a^vtnACe^ 

TO'^ACCC PNCOUCTS 

iNSUKANCt: 

PU61 IC UT iLlTlfcb 

OTH€ R 

ilATt CE *TM ANJ T 
CtSFBAl fPOFtRTY 
iNDiVtOuAi iNCOHt 
fCwPDPATfc iKCOMfe 

STATE ALCOHCtlC btVtHAOt LlCtMSE 
PffOR VEHIClk LlCtNSt 

SkvERAhCE 
TPANSFER 



AMCtM CCLLfcCTED 
CUE TC AbCvE 
AVfcRAGt HAT£ 



li^>64l>0OC 
^dl,371,CCC 

3i7n»0OC 



AHUUKT COLLtCTtU 

Ou£ TO eELnw 

AVEKAGE RATc 
20,83 7iOOC 



Id? ff^yb^tUJC 

lI2f67l»U3C 
3,292, ODC 
df 30e,00C 



9,39 7,00C 



TOTALS 



623, 7ie,C0C 



656 ,75 1,000 



K(FI UNUTIIUEO PJTEMIAL (EXCESS 
Cf •bElOli AVkKAGE* YItluS OVEK 
■AttCVE AVe^iCfc* Ti£LUS» 



33,C32,OOJ 



A«>unt» shown in the first column Indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes arc given "above average*' utilization compared 
with the nation, Awunts shown in the second colunm indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between colunm totals and shows bow much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Concinued) 

UTUUATION Of SrAU ANt tCCAL TAX ABILITY* 
MISSISSIPPI ,i97b 



rvPt OF ua 

CENt^AL SAL 66 ANU GPCSS RkCElPtS 
SfcLfCTIVt S4kL6*» ANU GMLSS RkCElPTS 

ALCOhC Lie tiEVEKAukS 

lOBACCC PRCi)UtTS 

I KSUiJANCe 

PUBLIC uriLlTUS 

STfTt 0 ' 1H AND GIF 1 
(i:NI:RAL •'ROPfetitV 
INOIVlCUAt UCOlk 
CWPORAtE IKCQHt 

SIATE ALCOHClIC BtVfcRAGfc HCtNSE 

PCTOR vehlCLt LiCtNSE 

KTOR FUELS 

!EVP«ANCE 

liAHSFER 



AMOUNT COLLECTED 
CUk TO ABOVE 
AVERAGE 9tni 



,COC 
31f067r000 



AiOUNT COLLECTED 
l)OE TO btLOk 
AVfc><ACE MATt 



i02f 367tOOC 



6 Ev OOC 



TOTAtS » 272,*>^^,COC $ ^U,792,00 

NET UNUTILIZED POTEMlAL < EXCESS \ 
CF -BELn^i AVERAGL" YIlLOS OVER 

MBOVf AVERAGE- tlCLO:>) ♦! 23S,2^8rJOO 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with t^e nation. Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
raore revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10, 
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TABLE G (Continued) 

OIUUATION Of i»TArk ANl Lc/aL TAa AblLITr, 
NUHTH CAHLLlNA^^9?tt 



I tPt Of I AX 

(fN^KAL 5ALfe6 ANU GRCi>i> RtCtlPfS 
SELCCtlVE SALfei* ANU &RCi>S RECEIPTS 

ALCOHCIIC btVtkACkS 

TTBACCC P«CDUCTS 

INSURANCE 

PtBL IC UT ILITUS 

51ATE OtATH J^D &lf-T 
(ENtRAL PPOPtRTY 
INOIVlCUAL iNCCMt 
tr*^pnRATE IKtUMk 

5TATE AlCChCHC tttVfcKAOt LICENSE 

HCTOft VtHlCLc LKtNSt 

KTCk FUELS 

SEVERANCE 

IfiANSf ER 



A/^CUM COLLECIED 
' Oufc TC AdCVt 
/ AVERAi^E RATE 



30«212fOCG 

i,-ta3,ccc 

9J,UC,C0C 



AMOUNT COLLECTtO 
Dot TO iJlLOW 
AVERAGE RAIt 



62 OOC 



27,927,O0C 

3,i)02,O00 

2o ,27E,OOC 
26,/39,O0G 

9»66CtO0C 
23f J26f OJO 



T01ALS 



$ 10^,322*000 



$ 99'»,O35,O0C 



NET UNUTILIZED POTENTIAL (EXCESS 
Cf -BELnn AVERAGE- V1ElJ:> OVER 
"ASnvE AvERAGt" ntLDS) 



♦ I 



82St 713,030 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designc *id taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation. Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Concinued) 

tllLIZATlUN Of STAlt AhO LGCAL TAX ABlLlTr, 
SOUTH CAROLINA, 197a 



1tf>t Oh TAX 

(fcNERAL <A16S ANO bRCS:^ KhCElPTS 
5Ei.ECTTve SALU ANO GkC!>:> RECEIPTS 
^ ALCnHCLIC btVfckAGES 
tObACCC PRCUUCTi 

rNS^iftANce 

PU81 IC UT IJLITI kb 
CTHcR 

5IATI- 9£ ITM ANO vilh T 
(l\fRAL PROFtXTY 
INOIVICUAL IfCCHh 
CCRPORAT fc I NCUHt 

5fATC AIC0H(LIC btVfcKACt LlCtNSE 
^CIOR VEHICL t L iCtNSt 
KTOR FU6LS 

sevERANce 

lf)ANSF ER 



AHCUNT vlOLL ECTEC 
Olfc fC AbCVt 
AVERAGE KATfc 

^E ,^6C , OCO 



2bfcrOCC 
2 1,Hjl,GCC 



AMOUNT COLLfcCTkD 
Out TO EELOii 
AVEKACE RATE 



i^,73C,OOC 
U f3^C,O0C 

30b OOC 
7V,9^b,00,C 

31 , 104?,00G 

^,61 3,000 



TOTALS 



91r*J3i ,CCO 



<*7.),«»5i,OJC 



ftET UNUT|L!?ti) PufENTlAL (EXCESS 
Cf "SELOte AVtKAGf* tltlOS OVER 
"ABOVE AVFR^of* t|EtU6) 



♦ $ 



Amounts shown in the first column Indicate extent to which th^ 
wui'Jh^'n tf" r "^'^^^ utilization red 

to wh ?h "^'^^ "l"'"" indicate extent 

to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 

l"ne is the liff ' '^'''^ quantities). The bottom 

i^ne is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the .states'^ taxes would yield if the avera^rrates in 
the nation were applied. 'Table is derived from bastrtabLl l^io! 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

Ullll/ATICM 0^ STAft AND LOCAL lAX ABUITt. 
I fcNNfciS££, 1S7B 



TVPt O lAA 

rfNFKAL $AL6b ANO &«C6S KkCUPtS 
SELECT IVE SALfcS ANU 0*<C:^^ RfcLElPTS 

ALCOHCLIC dfcVtKAofcS 

TTBACCC PRCiiULtS 

INSURANCE 

PUBLIC CT ILII 1 LS 

OTHER 

51ATE OeATH AND CII-T 
CENTRAL ponpkRir 
IKDIVICUAL |NCON£ 
CCRPOPATE iKCOMt 

STATf ALCOHCLIC BtVE^AGt LICENSE 

PCTOO VCHlCLt LiCfcNSe 

PCTO« FUELS 

5EveRANCe 

TRANSFER 



AHCUNJ CULLiCTkO 
Cut TC AOCvE 
AVEPAGt »ATl 

&f S74f COO 
»f 335, CCC 
62,3<>9iC0C 
13f COC 

26»9a7r OCG 



4f aoSf ooc 



AiOUM CULLECTtD 
Ouk TO eELOw 

avekage rate 



6<.<i,!>I 7, COC 
2^f96!>,0J0 

l<^f 762,000 

i8,:?6^,ooo 



TOTALS 



» Mceee.ccc 



* 1«17!>, 5)37,000 



KET uNUTlLlZfci) POltNTlAL lEXCESS 
tf ••eELOU AVERAGE* tlLLJS OVLH 

-ABOVE AVERAGfc- VltLOM ,1 6t4,6^S.000 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation. Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes wuld yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

UTlLUATlCN OF STAU ANU LCCAL TAX ABltltV. 
T&XAS»iS76 



1V*>£ UF TAX 

(EN6f<At SALEb AHU GKCS6 RtCEXPTS 
SELCCnve Sllfci and GkC:>S RECUPTS 

AlCOMOlIC dfcveRAG£6 

tCBACCC PPCOOCIS 

INSURANCE 

PUBLIC LT ItnuS 

OTHFR 

SlAtt CE*TH AND Gih T 
(ENERAl. PRCPfckFY 
iKOtVfCUAL IKCOMfc 
CCflPORATl INCOMti 

STATE AlCGHCHC iitVtKAGt tlCkNSE 

pnoH vtMictk nctNSt 
^'cto« fuels 
:ev€ranc e 

TDANSt- ER 



AMCtNI COILECTEC 
Cot TC Aacvt 

AVEHAGt RATE 



ttl,6^Cf ccc 

327,62C,C0C 



^ idt>8 »COC 
22 2 f l*i2,CCC 



AMQUM COLLECIlO 
AVfcRAGE KATc 
6i »40S,000 
36S»0JC 
7, 193,000 



28,O^7»0OC 

ZfJi 7,632f OOC 
677,982,000 
I ,'*8 7,00C 

2 ^9,912,000 

61 ,O?3,O00 



TOIALS 



* 759,606,000 



S 3f 9^4i,6lt,00(; 



^ET uNu to PjrkMUt (Excess 

Cf "BEL. £»^A^,k* YlkLOS OVER 

-Aflnvt A.cHIU:*' rIbluS) 



♦S 3,185,0C<>,0J0 



Amounts shown in the first column indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
wUh the nation. Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

tllLWAriGN OF STAU AND IGCAI liJt A6IHIt« 
VlKUlNlA»l97d 



l YPe O lA^ 

(EKf-RAL 5Ate6 AND GRCbb RfcCfclPTS 
iELECTIVE SAUS a'nu CkCSS RCCeiPIS 

ALCCHCLic dtve#^AGe^ 

TOBACCC P|^CDUCI:> 
I KSU^ANCE 

PuBi ic ur iLlTltS 

Q TMf M 



SIATE CCllH A/^a Ulh I 
CENERAt PROFLRIV 
IKOlVlOOAi IfCUHh 
fC«PO«At£ |KCO«t 
STATE ALCOhCLiL tJfcVfcRAGfc 
PCTOR VfMCLfc LiLtNSt 

pCfOR Fuels 
sevfram: £ 

1RANSFER 



LiCtNSE 



AMCLM LCLlECTtO 
Jtt tC ABCVE 
AVEI<AGE KATt 



34if Cb6f CCC 
I i<:,4i7«:f COC 



l6»2I3t00C 
37»3VI,CCC 

^»974, CCC 



AHDUNT collecieu 

OOE TO EELOM 
AvePAGE RATE 

>30,9a3,odc 



56»^3tv03C 



l«y too^f ,000 

i^bl t3TC,O0G 
5V,bVl,00G 
iGd,b4C,00C 
2»<»2b,003 



61 .,d3^f OOG 



TOTALS 



2b3f CatfCOO 



$ 1 ,089,93 7,000 



^ET UNiiTltWEO P01EKTIAL <EXCESS 
fF "BELOk AVERAGE** TltLDS OVER 

-ABOVE AVERAifc- YlfclD;.) fi3«,fi^S.000 



Amounts shovm in^the first column Indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation- Amounts shown in the second column indicate extent 
to which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states' t^xes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10. 
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TABLE C (Concinued) 

OIUIZATION Of STATE ANU iCtAL 1A)i APlLliy, 
MfcST VmGlNlA,i97b 



lYPt \> fAX 

(CNERAl SAL€6 and oROSS RfcCtlPTS 
ifcLtCTIVt SALtS AM) OKCS^ MkCclPTb 

AlCOHClIC 8tVtHAi/tS 

TCBACCC PJiuDvA,l> 

INSURANCE 

PUfol IC L I Ul r I ES 

OTHFR 

STATE CElfH MHO ^IM 
(ENERAL PftnfkRlY 
IhDIVlDUAi iNCOHt 
CCRPOftAU INcUMt 

nATE ALCOhClIC i>tVtKAut LICbNSb 

PCTOR VEMCIE LlCEnSt 

prion fUELS 

JEVCRANCE 

TRANSFER 



AMCLM COLLECTEC 
uUE To AdCVb 
AVtRAGt PATt 

k iU7v^33f CCC 

<»28,CCC 
2 i275,COC 
^i^bCf CCC 

•♦6,71 7iC0C 



i)C8iC0C 
6ii31 lOOC 



A.'^OJKT COLLfcCTEi) 
OUb TO bELJK 
AVEHAGb RAlk 



3t> »20 t, JOC^ 



2Hh ,90 7,0JC 
10u,7l 3,00C 
bl >S6'^> JOG 



1,000 



TOTALS 



2i<n<i3qiC0C 



60b f33 7, DOC 



^ET UNUrilF7tO PGUMIAL UXCESS 
"bEinh AVtRAOt* ylLLOS OVER 



t ! 



353, 8S8,OJO 



Amounts shown in the first colunm indicate extent to which the 
designated taxes are given "above average" utilization compared 
with the nation. Amounts shown in i he second column indicate extent 
CO which this group of taxes is given "below average" utilization 
compared with the nation (these amounts correspond to those entries 
on Tables 1-16 which are shown as minus quantities). The bottom 
line is the difference between column totals and shows how much 
more revenue the states* taxes would yield if the average rates in 
the nation were applied. Table is derived from basic tables 1-10, 
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TABLE C (Continued) 

OTUUAtlCN 0^ SMft A^C LCCAL TAX AeUITV, 
i>RtB SIAIES, 1978 



TYPt TAA 

(ENFRAL Skli^ ANU k/KCbS RECEJPTS 
JELECTIV6 SAifcs AND OKCSS fifctfclPTS 

ALCOHCLK bbVtKACtS 

TOBACCC ^RCOUCIS 

INSURANCF 

pubi ic jr itiri ts 

OTHER 

SIATE DE ATM ANU GU T 
(ENCRAL PROPtRtf 
INOIVIOUAi iNtJMl 
(CRPO^^ATE INCU^Ifc 

SIATfc ALCOmCLIL tttVEVAbt LIChNSfc 

^CTOR VEhlClE LlCtNSE 

''CTOR FUFIS 

SEVERANC h 

IRANSFER 



AMCtM CCLLECTEC 
OUE ro ABCVE 
AVERAGE PATt 

i 1 f CCC 

I ,00C 

731^866, COC 
629, 7e)d, COC 

-^t,98?,CCC 

^(Jl,371 ,QCC 

E»Ca6r 000 
!>^f 7!>!i, CCC 

301 , B^C» COC 
130, 79ti, COC 



AMOUNT COLLeCTED 
Due TO btLON 
AVERAGE KATt 

B7j,67t),OOC 

55 ,703,000 
ie<»,9l ^,00C 
8 I 1,00 0 
^ 37,073,00C 
l*t9,83fc,00C 



191 

1^ i66 
11 

2 78 
3^3 
158 



• 188, OOC 

• 90 5.,00C 

• 3<r^,00C 
f087,0OC 
,0^C, OOC 
,843, OOC 

• i75,a0C 

• 8^3,000 
,263,000 



rrTALS 



» 4,<>^6,G33,CCC 



» 15,V/»V,9i2,000 



Nei UNuTKUfj POftMlAL UXCESS 
rf -BtlOb AvtRAviL* riLiUS OVER 
-ABOvt AVER /0£- YJ tlOS ) 



♦ » 11 .3<i3, 8S9, CJO 



capacity and exploit human and natural resources more fully. 

Other factors accounting for varlet> among tax structures are socially 
oriented. Populations differ in their Inclinations to participate In 
certain activities. There is a relative disinclination in soine areas for 
the residents to consume alcoholic beverages or to engage in gambling 
activities, and public officials are reluctant to authorize and tax such 
activities. Nevada has profitably exploited its gambling industry, how- 
ever, and several states have, perhai^s somewhat reluctan ly, joined the 
march toward state lotteries and Nevada-type gambling, as revenue pressures 
mount. Currently, at least lA states employ lottery and gambling taxes; 
betting on racing is taxed in 31 states, dog racing in U, and jal alai in 
five. 

Tax equity is rapidly become a factor in tax policy and tax effort . 
This may help explain the gradual shift from regressive consumption and 
property taxes to taxes based on income. The shift is slow because of the 
lack of understanding of the more disadvantaged but politically powerful 
taxpayers. Al«o state tax revisions towards greater progressiveness may 
be flowed in order to balance the progressiveness of taxes at the federal 
level* 

In using the findings of this report it also must be recognized that 
governmental dependence on taxation is complemented by the use of nontax 
revet .io sources. Public officials sometimes decide to finance a public 
function by user fees instead of general taxes when the user can be identi- 
fied and the charge closely associated with the cost of the service. This 
reduces pressures on the tax base. 



Finally, the study is not intended to suggest that each state should 
maintain its current overutilization of ^ome taxes and increase collections 
ol underutilized taxes or Introduce taxes now not used. Taxpayers paying 
high taxes of one type (e.g., consumption) are correspondingly limited in 
pnyin)^ other tax^*s (e.g., income or property). A review of net over- or 
underutilizacion in conjunction with the urgency of public needs is 
appropriate in establishing tax levels. 




STATE-LOCAL BUDGETARY PROSPECTS 

While the state-local tax take for 1977 showed moderate real growth 
In 1977 over 1976 and substantial budgetary surpluses in several states, 
the budgetary outlook for the following three years is less bright. The 
decline and fall of state-local surpluses between 1977 and 1980 can be 
attributed primarily to three factors: tax limitations and reduction 
enacfents, the depressed state of the economy, and inflation. Taken to- 
gether, they threaten to generate a significant state-local fiscal squeeze. 
Data Resource Incorporated and the O.S. Department of Commerce estimates 
Indicate that state and local governments dipped into the red in the 
second quarter of 1979 by ^6.1 billion.* Red ink is expected throughout 
1980. As increasing deficits are experienced, the tax stringency will be 
released and the decline In real tax growth will be arrested and reversed, 
possibly by mid- 1980 or 1981. 

Tax Limitations and Reductions 

As expected, Tennessee's constitutional state spending limitation of 
March 1978 and California's June 1978 Proposition 13 limiting local taxa- 
tion generated a spate of enactments to limit or reduce state and local 
taxes and expenditures. Some, but not all, were in the form of constitu- 
tional amendments. Several actions were limited in time, designed primarily 
to absorb large state surpluses. Others were designed to reduce the 

* 1'i\*Jjl*L» ji'^S.^jt. ■ c ^ ' b <« r 1 , 1979, p . 4 A . 
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elasticity of the tax syHtema. The results, as expected, are rapidly 
disappearing state surpluses. 

Several states have enacted comprehensive tax or expenditure limits 
and others are expected to act in 1980^ Some of these limitations are 
aimed at both state and local governments. 

Legislative or initiative actions directed at particular taxes are 
more numerous than blanket limitations. According to the ACIR, at least 
25 states enacted measures In 1979 to expand property tax relief programs, 
14 to reduce general sales taxes, and 19 to reduce personal income taxes 
or limit their growth potential. Only a few enactments increased tax 
revenues. These were found primarily in the selective sales taxes. Perhaps 
the largest dollar reductions were in California, New York, and Wisconsin- 
all states with high surpluses. Their surpluses are rapidly disappearing 
and threaten to fade aw*y in a short time. All told, almost three-fourths 
of the states took significant action to reduce one or more taxes in 1979, 

Ett ects of Economic Slowdown and Inflation on State-Local Budgets 
In view of current projections for economic growth and Inflation, 
conditions appear to be right for a sharpening of a state-local budgetary 
crisis. These projections call for little or no economic growth and a 
rapid but slightly declining rate of inflation. It is generally believed 
that inflation and real growth stimulate revenues concurrently but expendi- 
tures lag. As inflation and real growth rates decline, revenue growth 
rates decline immediately while expenditure pressures are still rising. We 
then find the possibility of declining revenues and rising expenditure 
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presttures occurring simultaneously, The virtual disappearance of state 
Burpiuaes and tax limitations and reductions merely compounds the problems 
atates will have in meeting their expenditure needs. 



Tax Utilization 

State-local taxes accounted for 12.1 percent of personal income m 
1978. Because of the tax actions cited above, this percentage is likely 
to remain steady or to decline in the next half-decade. It is not clear, 
however, whether utilization of the computed ability will increase or 
decline. As ^itacL^s approach tax uniformity in rates and impositions, 
effort approaches ability. Because a few states with sigrificant over- 
utilizations in recent years are leading the parade for tax limitations 
and reductions, ic is likely that more tax homogeneity will result and the 
net underutilization decline. Both effort and ability as percentages of 
personal income will probably decline in 1979 and 1980 after remaining in 
1978 r*>latlvely constant at the 1977 level. As states and local governments 
experience increasing budgec pressures, tax increases will become more 
common and the decline in tax f^ffort will be arrested and reversed. 
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BASIC TABUUTIONS 
(Tables 1-19) 



TABLE I 



fWuL AT I ON, PERSONAL INCOME ANC STATE AND LOCAL CEKEAAL SALES AND 
GRCSS RECEIPTS \kX REVENUE FOR ST ATES , ft EC I ON* An5 
THE UNITEO SIATESr {^1$ 
UFFORT ( ABILITY AMtUNlS IK ThOUSANCSI 



^tit ENGLAND JiTATES 


12,257 


t 


92,S20 




1»!>25,32? 




2,446,214 




920,887 


L CCNKECnCUT 

2 MAINE 

3 MASSACHUSETTS 
* NEW HAPPSHIHE 

5 RHOOE ISLAND 

6 VERPCNT 


3,099 
I ,091 
5,774 
871 
935 
487 




k6,402 
6,*>95 

44,216 
5,<&64 
6,735 
Jff CC9 




445,274 
185, 9es 
52C,696 

140,601 
3i,765 




695,064 
I73,e08 
1,1 6^ . 03 b 

156,^96 
177, 307 
79,202 




49,790 
-12,380 

0 ^ J> , J ^MJ 

1 >6,996 

vft., f wo 

46,437 


♦•lOOLE ATLANTIC STATES 


37,408 


% 


2S6,312 


S 


7 ,063,265 




7,800, 75 3' 




737,488 


7 DELAbAfiE 
• NEo JERitV 
9 NEW VORH 
10 PEKNSvtVANiA 


58 3 
7 , 32 7 
17,748 

11 ,7;>0 




4, 763 
62, US 
141, S85 
if 7,415 




1 ,003, -^75 
4,306,6Ce 
U753,ie4 




125,392 

1 ,636, 139 
3 »7 37, 028 

2 ,301,296 




125,392 
632,664 
-568,677 
548, 112 


K«TH C^NT^AL STATfcS 


58,253 


% 


443, 126 


% 


'^r965,022 


S 


1 i ,665, 817 


% 


1 »700,795 


U ILL INOIS ^ 
12 INDIANA 
I 3 ICWA 

14 KANSAS 

15 MICHIGAN 

16 M1NNES01A 

17 MISSOURI 
IB NEBRASKA 

19 NORTH CAKOTA 

20 OHIC 

^1 SOUTH CMOTA 
22 MISCCNSIN 


U ,243 
5,374 
2 ,896 
2,348 
9,189 
4,008 
4 ,86 0 
1 ,56^ 

652 
10,749 

690 
4,679 




S2,316 
39, 187 
21,678 
17,483 
74,407 
2S,ebO 
33,97 2 
11,070 

4,345 
80.!)53 

4,728 
33,509 




2,454,204 

1,120,732 
376,212 
364,876 

1,586,897 
540,778 
847,729 
265,784 
97,471 

lt^20,l2C 
127,995 
762,224 




2,430, 31 3 

1 ,031 ,63 7 
570,686 
460,254 

1 »958,85l 
786,633 
894,359 
291,418 
1 14,^81 

2,120,659 
124,470 
682, 157 




-23,890 
-89,094 
194,474 
95,378 
3 71,954 
245,855 
^6 ,630 
25,634 
16,910 
700,539 
-3,524 
119,933 


SREB STATES 


66 , 49 1 


i 


440, 466 


% 


1 1 ,985,363 


i 


11 ,595, 822 


% 


-389,540 


23 ALABAMA 

24 ARKANSAS 

25 FLORIDA 


3,742 
2, 186 
8,594 




22. 1U7 
12,669 
60,757 




659,685 
315,942 
Jr647,l47 




581,979 
333,52 0 
1 i599,492 




- 77,705 
17, 578 
-*i7 ,o54 



fAILi: 1 (COMIKUEC) 



POPUiAflON 
JULY ii i97i 
(f HOUSANOS) 



EFFORT 



AliLlTY 

( TAX YULD 
AT AVfeiRAGt 



UNIT I L I2E0 
A6)LI fY 
n-) 0VERuT!LlZAriON) 



S»EA SfAlt$ (CONTMufcDi 



24 ceo net A »,0«4 

27 KINIUCKV 

21 LOUI^IAM 3>9** 
2f HAHVLAIIC 

30 MISSISSIPPI 2,M)4. 

)1 NORTH CAHOilNA )»377 

32 SOUTS CAHOilM 2,4jS 

33 TfNNCSifefc •*,3J7 
TEXAS 13, OM 

39 VUGINIA ),US 

36 WEST VIH&INIA 1,I*0 

MOUNTAIN STAIfcS 13,170 > 

17 AHIICNA 2t3^« 

COLCHADC 2,670 

39 IDAHO 171 

O MCmiANA 715 

41 PIE VAC A 640 

♦2 NEM HE* ICO 1,212 

43 OKLAHC^A 2,110 
UTAH 1,307 

45 MVOMINC «24 

PACIFIC STATfS 29,112 $ 

44 ALASKA 

47 CALIFORNIA 22,294 

41 HAMAI I t97 

49 DRECOlt 2,444 

50 wASHlNCTON 3,774 

CISTRICT Of COLUHSIA 474 * 



32,395 






«0S,31C 






0 52,030 




-55,479 


21,143 






531,119 






575,569 




44,300 


24 , 597 






▼o f 1 1 m 






647,530 




-319, 635 


32,754 






427, 9S9 






062,201 




2i4,2^2 


1? . A lA 






54) , 1 1£ 






337,^75 




-207, 140 


34,991 






734,132 






921,144 




105,034 


17, 2»2 






471,477 






454, 106 




-17,290 


24.712 




1 


,055,949 






705.074 




-350,074 


92,731 




2 


,379, ISC 




2 


,441,239 




61,409 


37,315 






453,200 






904,191 




330,903 


11,349 






49A,2n 






290,702 




-107,432 


•9,i02 


4 


2 


f •41,147 


4 


2 


,345 , 721 


4 


-496,145 


15, 197 






493,437 






410,514 




-275,322 


19,735 






463,403 






519,554 




-144,040 


5,414 






lis, Si? 






144,373 




25,504 


5,027 












1 32 , 32 0 




132,320 


5,441 






UA,2C2 






143,774 




-22,427 


7,394 






342,404 






194,442 




-147,741 


11,745 






410*155 






493,471 




03,316 


7,9>2 






au,33c 






209,352 




-104,977 


3,407 






132,449 






09, 493 




-42, 775 


24Ct3»S 


4 


7 


,934,550 


4 


4 


,3201409 


4- 


1 ,404,060 


4,119 






34, §00 






100,424 




73,424 


112 ,312 




4i 


»020,499 




4 fiOi ,404 




1 ,219,091 


7,054 






347,321 






105,744 




-101,554 


17,445 












444,525 




444,525 


29, 117 




If 


i51i,93V 






740,349 




-743«549 


4,440 


4 




157,700 


4 




149,527 


1 


11,027 



ALL STATES INCLUOING 

DISTRICT CF COiUM0lA 210,045 0 1 ,400. 755 0 41 ,473,102 4 42,352,343 4 079,241 



5(j 



STATE ANC neoiON 



ALCOHOLIC BEVEKAGC^ 



fcf^^OHT 

icollcctions) 



AilLllY 

(TAJt YIELD 
AT AVfcRACfc 
«Ate) 



NET 
ABlLl T> 



•TOBACCO PRODUCTS 



6Ff ORt 
(COLLECT IONS) 



ABU ITY 
«TAa YUlO 
AT AVERAGE 
RATE) 



NET 
JNUTI LUED 
ABf LIT Y 



O 



He»» ENCLAflO STATtS 

I CCNKECTICUT 

i HA I HI 

3 viASSACHtSETTS 

4 Ml« HAP»rSH{RE 

^ RHODE ISLANJ 

6 VtUPCNT 



160,791 % 

25,291 
25,(>03 
79,631 
30,03^ 
T,*90 
12,740 



I6*f766 $ -16,024, 



7 DEL AhAHE 

8 H^U JERSCy 

9 Nln YOUn 

10 PEKKSYLVAPf] A 

fcCRTH CENTRAL STATES 

U ILLINOIS 

12 INDIANA 

13 101«A 

14 KANSAS 
19 NIChlGAK 

16 MINNESOIA 

17 NISSCU^l 
10 NEBRASKA 

19 NORI^ CAlkOTA 

20 DHIC 

21 SOOTH CMOTA 

22 kilSCCNSlN 

SA6S STATES 

23 AtABANA 
2^ ARKANSAS 

29 FLORIDA 



4i>3B 
94,990 
190,990 
139,733 

^ «i69»lBl 1 

97,966 
31 »B64 
43»6aB 
23»136 
16 1 ,032 
.>2»6*3 
24f370 
1 1,662 
6,190 
167,412 
7,317 
V2,293 

% 1,173,202 $ 

99»037 
20,710 
249*942 



4e,B16 

U»693 
70f 404 
1C,979 
11,943 
9»339 



^-lOOlE ATLANTIC STATES % 349,011 I 929,429 



0,446 

110,203 
29.W770 
199,009 



163,695 
69,407 
36,439 
3 1*001 
131,940 
92,«>04 
6C»240 
IS, 629 
7, 704 
142,830 
0,304 
99,410 

701,0^4 ft 

39,200 
22,464 
107,739 



2i,929 
-)3,909 

-U22e 
-Uf460 
4,493 

-7,^,04 

179,614 

3,900 
99,293 
101,1 0C 
19,27^ 



709»79B I 116,977 



6^,129 
37,623 
-9,246 
7,869 
-29,091 
341 
3j,8 70 
7,967 
i»9Ct 
-24,973 
W067 
17,12* 

-392,237 

-99,836 
U7 94 
137,806 



303,399 % 


. 210,630 » 


-84,768 


7*, 06? 
24,364 y 
142,972- 
26,92^ 
24,076 
S,392 


62>121 
19,916 
104,036 
14,031 
19,847 
T»079 


- 13»9^9 
-8,047 
-3«»939 
-12»496 
-8,228 
-2»312 


827,976 $ 


697,191 $ 


-130»78A, 


12,401 


11,207 


-WI93 



16B,94C 


146,230 


395,498 


334,077 


251. 137 


209.6 70 


991,114 $ 


1.042.630 $ 


190,769 


217.209 


79,893 


92.202 


*7,003 


91.009 


32,169 


41 ,1 39 


L40, 739 


179,0 72 


84,696 


70,309 


79, 796 


79,933 


22,489 


26,04^ 


0.692 


10,223 


202,790 


109,933 


9, 101 


1 124 


04,97? 


/a, 843 


069,309 $ 


1 .036.374 $ 



60.967 
40,043 
232,400 



92,014 
29,800 
U2,V9v 



-22,709 
-6i ,420 
-45,498 

91 ,916 

18,440 

12,309 
4.002 
8,966 
34,333 
-14,390 
I 77 
3,996 
1 .931 
-13.216 
1 .9%3 
•6.133 

-29.014 

-8.9^2 
-19,034 
-89,929 



0 i 



UMtlE 2 ICONTINUEO) 



STATE 4N0 kkCiOH 



ALCOHOilC 6£vCRAG£S 



(cau£criONSj 



ABILITY 
JTAJl VlfcLD 
AT AVIKACE 
KATfcl 



NET 
AlUlTt 



rCBACCC PRODUCTS 



6ff CRT 
I COLLECT IONS) 



ABILITY 
(lAA YULD 
AT AVEkACt 
KATEI 



NET 
UNUT III /ED 
ABUJT V 



5»fB STATtS (CO?«TlHUtDl 

27 R|f«tuCKV 
2B LOUISIJKA 
29 «<A«TLAfcL 

II nonjH CAHOLIHA 

32 SOUTH CAHOlIKA 

11 TCNNfSSEC 

14 TEXAS 

99 tflRGItillA 

U IttSi VIA&INIA 

KUMTAIN ST*TfeS 

17 AJII20MA 
IB CCLCKAOQ 
19 lOAHO 

40 fIClllANA 

41 MiVADA 

42 NEW HCXICO 
41 OKlAmOHA 

44 UTAH 

45 MVOHIHG 

PACIFIC STATES 

44 ALASKA 

47 CALIfOil^lA 

4B HAmAII 

49 OBfCCN 

50 MASHINCTOH 

CISTKICT Qf COLUMBIA I 



07,5B| 


57,44 3 


^ BU , 1 Si 


1 5f 1 OB 


' ■ f Iwm 


23,**C 


51,227 


43,*i9 


-7,&U 


2B f 1*0 


51,079 


29,9l<) 


)Bt95I 


22,765 


-16,185 




*2,046 


-30,211 


79,072 


30f592 


-41, 479 


80>«42 


47,4S)1 


-33,1 5C 


1*4,042 


144,431 


3«< 


100,179 


44,291 


-34,0B7 


24,553 


2C, 125 


-4,427 


14B,9*4 * 


157,997 t 


4,033 


19,149 


2I,IB9 


9,040 


21,079 


34,995 


t3f916 


15,113 


9,724 


-5p3BB 


1 7,BB5 


B,911 


-B,971 


lltll* 


9,*B4 


-lf45i 


7,497 


13,112 


9,415 


34,440 


33,231 


-3,221 


14,4B2 


14, 101 


-2,5IC 


1,7*1 


*t04t 


2,27B 


121f019 i 


424,259 1 


105t22C 


7,572 


7,303 


-2*B 


132, OB* 


323,402 


191.314 


IB, 044 


12,512 


-5,531 


55,949 


31, 2BB 


-24,4BC 


107, S4B 


51,754 


-55,413 


9,400 $ 


11,419.* 


1,B19 



7 7, 173 


76,221 




-951 


2 If 9BE 


51 f 441 




29,455 


59,011 


57 ,874 




1 , lit* 


53,4B7 


77,06* 




?3,579 


i 2, 044 


■3 \> , X 




- 1 1 8 3 7 


19,415 


82,329 




62,914 


27,li63 


40,59J 




12,730 


71,990 


63,016 




-8,973 


299, B25 


218,185 




-81 ,639 


3i, 726 


87,962 




56,236 


2«,979 


26,704 




-2,274 


194* 798 $ 


209,448 


8 


12,850 


34,791 


37,405 






48,219 


46,435 




- 1,783 


B,104 


12*903 




4,79<3 


1 1,425 


11,S27 




4 02 


1 1,3M 


12,150 




1,5 39 


14,051 


17*398 




3,347 


54,075 


44,104 




-9,970 


7,985 


IB,7U 




10,726 


-„4^»B37 


8,0 16 




3,179 


3B9,357"i^ 


^^.^^5,* 08 


8 


176,251 


4,627 


9V490 




5,063 


281,257 


429,125 




. 147,868 


10,97* 


16,403 




5,627 


92,49* . 


41,517 




9f024 


40,001 


68*4 73 




8,472 


1 iy2'oo~i"^ ' 


"15,151 


8 


3,951 



ALL STATIB IICLUOINC 

oiSTAicr if cSluhbu 



8 2tB52»44B 8 2*852,448 I 



t 3,7B5.23| 8 3.785,233 8 



UttLC 2 (CCNTINUIOI 



I COLLECT rCNi i 



ABILITY 
HAX TlbLD 
AT AVtKAOt 
RAT£| 



PUBLIC UT ILUUi 



OtMtR StLtCriVt 5A1FS TAXES 



UNUTlLIZfcU tfl-CBT 

ASUJTY iCOLLECTlONi) 



AblllTTf AbiLllY 
ITAX YIELD NO ITaS YlklD 

AT AVEKACt UNUTIUZEO fcFf-0>^T AI AVfcRAvifc 
MATfc) AOIHIY t COLLtCT luNS) KATt) 



1 


193,062 1 


Ib^iV^l ft 


'3«»120 


CI 


52 «64 7 




-S,62l 


c? 


10,370 


I OfVVb--^ 


c>2& 






73,729 




c* 


10»092 




-M7 


C5 


11 i54»2 


I 1 #230 


-311 


C« 




S,oi7 


-167 


ft 


42S»356 ft 


♦V*,u%2 ft 


6 0 , 73 «> 


(7 


9, OS 5 


7,9*2 


"l ,1*2 



(ft 

C9 
10 



II 
12 
11 
M 
15 
1« 
17 
18 
19 
2C 

;i 

72 



23 
2* 

23 



177,625 ft 3<»3, 11^ ft 165,469 ft 



lib, 9ft 1 
l<*i9:il 

3,33C 
3 1 1607 
1 lt67£ 



S7,4,S2 
24,3^1 
163,272 
22. 021 
24, 07C 
111 1C9 



-18,460 
9,400 
163,272 
l8,^>91 
-6,ei6 
-566 



ft 1,319,500 ft 1,094,159 ft -225,340 ft 



203 tl4C 
137,81 1 



236,757 
145,762 



29.021 
32,917 
7,^51 



21t4l2 
41 7,06 7 
553,410 
32 7,61 1 



17. 566 
229, 4SC 
524, 2S4 

322, 767 



-3,823 
■187,576 
-29,1 15 

-'<r,823 



591 .948 ft 738,901 ft 146,953 ft 1,31-7,7^0 ft 1,636,285 ft 318,565 ft 



85f )7 6 
51. IM 
35,l3e 
28 .557 
99 ,155 
53,6C7 
54,1)4 
n 1 106 
7,457 
ilC.714 
9,31 J 
39,20^ 



15 3,934 
65,343 
36,147 
29,112 

124,072 
49,825 
56,648 
1 8.458 
7,245 

134,320 
7,88% 
5 5,875 



68,556 
14,229 

3ii 

595 
24,317 
-3,781 
2,514 
1 ,352 
-211 
23,536 
-1 ,128 
16f666 



562,417 
2«900 
22i700 
40,612 
33,0U0 
84,206 
13^,892 
65,200 
5,905 
296,903 
2,364 
66,621 



340,864 
144, 701 
80t046 
64, 557 
274, 755 
110,336 
125,446 
40,8 75 
16, 043 
297,450 
17,459 
123, 734 



807 , 79C ft 734.468 ft -73,321 ft 2,l2l,28C ft 1,626,468 ft 



58,32 2 
24 ,606 
90,6)( 



36,862 
21,125 

101»3iO 



-21 ,460 
-3,480 
10«672 



197,647 
i2,800 
44 4,90 7 



61 , 630 
46, 781 
224, 350 



-221, 532 
141,801 
57,346 
23,945 
241,7 55 
26, 1 30 
-7,445 
-24,3 24 
lOtl 38 
547 
15,095 
55,113 



-116,0 16 
13,981 
-220,556 



NET 
UNUTIL UfcD 
AHlL ITY 



2 


» 1 1 1 


ft 


132 ,777 


% 


- 1 33 f 333 




,026 




i7,727 




26, 699 








9, '•23 




9,423 


1 60 


f 085 








*• 1 1 7 , 7 02 


21 


,791 




8,521 




-13,269 




6 8 




T f 0 «. ^ 




9 , 556 


22 


,339 




4 ,299 




-18,039 


2 78 


,\}4i 


ft 


423,^12 


% 


145, 369 


1 


,043 




6 ,806 




5,763 


20, 


,828 




88,807 




67,979 


245, 


> 142 




202,869 




-42,252 


a, 


, &30 




124,91 1 




1M,8B1 


179, 


r602 


ft 


633i202 


ft 


453, 600 


57, 


i204 




131,913 




74, 709 


li 


»972 




55,996 




54 , 024 




288 




30,976 




30,688 




893 




24,982 




24, 069 




350 




106 .323 




105,973 


88, 


,629 




42,697 




-45, 931 


3, 


> 7O0 




48,544 




44, 8^ 


I, 


513 




15,818 




14, 305 


2, 


972 




-6,208 




3,236 


7, 


900 




115,106 




107,206 


12, 


185 




6,756 




-5,428 


1> 


996 




47 ,882 




45,886 


109, 


303 


ft 


629,403 


ft 


-479.899 


30, 


987 




31,589 




602 


It 


700 




18,103 




16,403 


43, 


026 




86,816 




43, 792 



1A0LC 2 (COhriMutO) 



IN^UKA^CE FAXES 



AHUITY 
MA4 VlfcLO 
Af AVMAfiE 
«IAT() 



OTHfcK SELECTIVE SALES TAXF$ 



UmiTlLllEO EF^OHf 

At I LI TV ICOLLECT IGI^S} 



ABUITY AOUITY 
HAX YltlO NET IFAX YIUO 

AT AVEKAC£ UNUTILIZED EFFORT AT AVERAGE 
PATE) AftlLlTY I COL L EC T lONSI RATfc) 



N£ t 
UNUT IL ? ItO 
ABM I Ty 



« c 


47 f 44 7 




44,017 


-3,439 


J 7 

/ r 


4f f f 2 7 




34,44» 


-13,470 


?• 


.1 ,4a) 




41,014 


-20,4 72 


is 


4at»7C 




44,414 


4*944 




30 «i46 




2 1,40 7 


-«^4|i 


3 1 


A 3 t i 1 ) 




!> , 344 


*<4v4l4 




)2,a40 




2 a, 74B 


-4,071 


71 


4)f 144 




44«449 


~ 1 ,4 34 


9A 


147 ,433 




i44f424 


7,193 


3? 


64,147 




*2,33a 


-2,111 


3e 


23,3<l 




ia,924 


-4,454 


i 


17*, 234 


4 


i4a,!>74 1 


-24,44i 4 


37 


23,720 




24,4Ca 


2,711 


3ft 


31,134 




32*90a 


1,774 


34 


13.301 




9,144 


-4,143 


40 


I2ff73l 




a, 342 


-4,344 


41 


4,ia( 




9»104 


-73 


*2 


14,J2« 




12>3i0 


-2,191 


*l 


41.974 




31,244 


-17,717 




14,22 3 




13,240 


-942 




4.729 




4,441 


*47 


• 


477*444 


• 


«oo,a40 4 


-74,423 4 


4A 


10,002 




4,147 


-3,134 


41 


317,403 




304tll4 


-13,414 


49 


14,040 




1 1,744 


-4,2^3 


4^ 


2a,04> 




29f42i 


1,341 




34,7)4 




4i«44l 


12,934 


* 


12,700 


4 


10,73i 4 


-1,941 4 


• 2 


,412,494 


4 


2,412,444 4 


0 4 



4C,400 

3 7*000 

44,97e 
100, IC 

23,400 
2it,32 6 

^0,344 
141,244 
444*742 
244,422 
4,7J0 

211f2T9 4 



41,1J0 I 



119,421 
10,731 
90,124 

120,944 
47*406 

129,206 
43, 704 
91,194 

342*414 

131,044 
41,9C1 

329,011 4 



49,221 
43,731 
24,140 
20,137 
23,904 
-93,1 19 
13,340 
-42,341 
-123,344 
-114,479 
34,201 



23, 771 4 -37,321 t 



19,300 
111,894 
24,924 
149,644 
2*767 
22,072 
14,310 
42,072 
440,127 
94,446 
42,934 



107,113 


51,702 


-41,400 


6,200 


44*409 


72, 174 


24.444 


4,4ao 


1*010 


20*240 


12,240 




4,144 


11,441 


13*40* 


1,624 


12*444 


20, 144 


7,7U 


113,114 


19,420 


27*304 


7,414 


IB, 141 


47,449 


69,216 


1,447 


44,724 


17,749 


29,344 


11,474 


1 ,400 


4,100 


12*411 


1,411 




491*701 4 


117,444 4 


399,943 4 


231*343 


4*442 


14*201 


1,444 


21,974 


294*111 


473,441 


371,443 


121, 4^7 


40*402 


24, C44 


-14,344 




11*424 


44* 144 


44*431 


4,300 


131,204 


1 or •774 


-23,429 


12,431 



39,400 t 



46,290 
3i,241 
35,1*7 

*4,ao3 

18,344 
49,999 
24.642 
38,270 
132,407 
43,420 
16,217 



40,73^ ft 192,484 4 127,322 I 



22,716 
28,201 
7,436 
7,183 
7,8^4 
I0,b66 
26 •rtt4 
\ 1,363 
4,848 



9,?JJ 
- 11 2 , ft 

27,9?7 
34? 
- li.flOl 

- 32 7,6 19 
-41 ,124 
-4A, 716 

-6S,?6l 

16,«>16 
?2,621 
7,8 36 

- I 06,009 

-7,S74 
- lfl,9}9 
9,ft63 
^ , H66 



343,600 ft 112,137 

4 ,804 -16,049 

260,613 . 139, 1S6 

10,001 10,083 

24,214 19,914 

41 ,706 -40,9?4 

'Qf402 4 -^0,397 



4»T7T*204 4 9,940*477 4 143,272 4 2,244*604 4 2,291*817 4 32,211 



ERIC 



GO 



PQR STATE^i J^fiClONS AND THE UNITED STiTtS, I 



STATI AND RJE&ILN 



ICOCLfcCTIONS) 



AOIL ITY 
ITAJl y IkLO 
AT AVERAGE 
HATE) 



Nex ENGLAND STATfci 

1 CCHNSC I ICUT 

2 MAINE 

3 MA55ACMwiETTi 
h NEH HA^'^iMlRt 
^ «HQOE laAND 

'•lOOie ATLAKTK STATES 

T OriA»iAfE 
• NE.4 JEHSiV 
9 NEW VQK^ 
10 PEN^SYl¥ANIA 



16 7,083 

*9 r 330 
9,3U 

6,980 
M , 23 1 

95,&90 
I62,b00 
162,^97 



107,380 

30 , b 1 1 
7 ,621 

7,7a3 

3,477 

3« 

5, 504 
71 ,620 

164 ,cai 

lOi ,018 



KPTM CENFUiL STATtS 

11 ILLINOIS 
\2 I NO UNA 

13 IOWA 

14 KANSAS 
n MICHIGAN 

16 NINNCSCIA 

17 NISSOUPl 
l» NEBPASHA 

19 NO«TH CMOTA 

20 QHIC 

21 SOC TH DAKOTA 

22 NlSCONSlf^ 



390,718 

U3,023 
32' 7^6 
36,808 
1»>367 

4!>,6»e 

33,098 

18,541 
3,507 
3, 108 

34,143 
5r6a6 

48,973 



512 ,C86 

45,2d5 
25,C51 
20,2 03 
85*^86 
34 ,530 
39,259 
12, 792 

5,C2i 
93,C89 

' »^64 
7 J, 723 



S*E8 STATES 

23 ALACANA 

24 ARKANSAS 

25 FLOBITA 



344,812 

7,529 
2,53 9 
45,81^ 



509,013 

25,54 7 
Iv »<,40 
70,i.l2 



{) 1 



NET 
UNUTUUEu 
ABILITY 
I t -J OvtHUl U I ^AT lONJ 



» -!)9,702 

-Iflfdltt 
- Uo^2 
-36,846 
-67 
-3,^47 
Ulv3 



-973 
-23, 869 
1 ,;:dl 
-61,578 



S 121, 36B 

-6,340 
12,499 
-11,756 
^,816 
40,328 
1,^32 
20,718 
9,285 
1,913 
58,946 
-221 
-10,249 



t 16^,201 

18,018 
12,101 
24,396 



STATE i^HO n(^lOH 



iff (Ml 
ICOiLCCT lOHil 



AIIL IIV 

ITAX YULD 
At AVEHACE 
AAt£) 



A»ll I TV 
i<-» OveftcTUUAT ION* 



2tt£t STAftS ICOfiMNutOI 
7* GEOPGIA 

21 LQtilSlAP^A 
29 NA«n*ND 

)2 SOtTH CAAOtlNA 

TtNAf^SU 
S4 TiXAS 

)9 vmciNiA 

MtSt VIMINIA 
^CU^lTAlN STiItS 

3T ARIZCNA 
)i COiOlAOC 

ICAHC 
%0 NDNfANA 

41 NfVAOA 

42 NfM HflICO 

44 UTAH 

PACIFIC STAlti 

44 ALASKA 

4T CAL IPQPMA 

4i HAWAII 

4f (MfCCN 

90 MASNIN6IQN 

CISTftlCT 0^ COluMtlA 



• f072 
21. 143 

U.304 
5ff29i 
)4»934 
9,115 
97»«37 
79, lU 
24,l9t 
12>4#1 

72 » 104 

4 1 344 
25»3«4 

J»750 
*>312 

2,535 
23.470 
4»055 
2,054 

440tll4 

244 
343.354 
4*042 
24.049 
44.403 

10,700 



37.434 
25,245 
2t.425 
37.t5l 
U.t34 
40.436 
I9.«37 
30,950 
107.141 
43,202 
U ,115 

102 ,94t 

!• ,371 
22.104 
6,337 
5.109 
4>3n 

• .54!> 
21 .442 

9.190 
3.937 

277,797 

4.759 
210,744 

• .154 
20,391 
33 . 729 

7,442 



29,364 
3,4^2 
12, 195 
20,545 
9,53t 
3,502 
10,64^2 
-26t986 
21,047 
19,004 
434 

30,S62 

U,027 
-?,577 
2,587 
-502 
6,311 
bf 010 
-2,007 
5, 135 
1,181 

-142,314 

*iM5 
-152,591 
4,112 
-5*477 
-12,473 

-3.257 



UL STAfIS INCLUOIMC ' 
DISTRICT OP C0i>;4iU 



l»a52,79t 



If 199. 109 



4,311 



ERIC 



f-Oh SlATfc^, MtaiONS AKO THfc UNITED StATEi, 197S 



IT> 
ITa;< YltLO 
AT AVhRACt 
RATE I 



UNUTUUtD 
AblLlTv 
H'i OVfcftUT UlZAT 



CTv 



fhGLANO 6TATfc5 

CCKMCT ICUT 
HAlN€ 

KASSACHlStTTS 
MNOOE tM.AND 



^•lOOlt ATtAMlC ilATtS 
7 DClAMAflt 
^ >(ew Town 

► C«TH CEMRAt SrArfcS 

11 ILLIHOIS 

12 INDIANA 

13 IChA 

14 KANSAS 
I* NtCMGAN 

16 l«tNN(SClA 

17 NiSSOUfll 
le NESiASPA 

19 NORTH CiROTA 

OHIO 

Zl SOUTH CAKOTA 

22 MISCCNSIN 

s«ee sfATf^ 

23 ALAfAMA 

24 ARKANSAS 

25 ^LOAIDi 





5,533,678 


^ 3ff636,35B 




If 351,'>00 


1 f C90fG57 




316,063 


272,266 




3,013,74 5 


1 f .25 f 541 




342, sri 


* "*0 f <f 1% 




337,309 


276 f067 




172*090 


1 >X J 1 7 
1 ,^ 1 « 


% 


14,559,517 


> 12 , 233 , 793 




Bb, 000 


196, t49 




3,493,976 


2,565,929 




a, 364, 614 


5,062,i31 




2,615,922 


af 609f Cfa4 


% 


|7,09J,7iI^ 


» ia«2V5f3C8 




3,658,332 


3,611 ,421 




if 315, 150 


I ,617,899 




8 76,592 


a94tV9 7 




785.241 


721 ,809 




3, I98»780 


3,C72,034 




lr205, 860 


1 ,233 ,663 




940, 127 


1,402,609 




547,203 


457, C25 




i 56 , 4^ 5 


1 79,381 




2,652,41 7 


3,325,794 




222iMO 


195 ,204 




1.525,175 


1,383«472 




12,229,632 


* 19,185,537 




257,677 


912 , 709 




257,480 


523 ,053 




If 961,030 


2r50a,458 



* -I ,697,219 

-261 
'43,796 
-i ,186,203 
-96, 656 
-59,2->l 
-^7,877 

$ -2.325, 723 

Hi , 649 
-928,046 
-2,502,487 
993, it>2 

% 1,201,686 

153,089 
302,749 
16,405 
-63,^51 
-126,745 
27,H03 
454,^82 
-90, 177 
22,956 
673, i77 
-27, 195 
-141 ,702 

$ 5,955,905 

655,032 
265,573 
547, %2a 



erJc 



AiUITY NET 



J«fB STilllS (CONIlNUfO) 

^' »M»l*M* 1,1«4,)}7 1,352.301 1«7 oZi 

10 MISSISSIPPI ,07, 706 530 C° I7I iit 

a SOUTH CMOLlN* 406 «• tV.'tl^ 

" , 5?!'"° 1,105.756 0^6 

11 wT:!:^,. 1.2M,«^i 3.a2a,555 539,557 
3% VIMCINIA 1,092.120 1,543,490 Tsi «7ft 

».CUM*1N STiUi » 3. 349. 03Q » 3.*78, 756 » 329,726 

:i snr'* 3.,:L2 

PACIFIC STAIIS , i, ,♦$»,, 04 » 9, 924. 145 , -3.533.93i 

" c^*ij5p.u u,ii\::ii ,MVMi .3-^?-::: 

4S NAMAII I55t400 291.331 ii* an 

Jo t,\Thoioh . -'"^-'^ 

50 HASHINCTCM 1.0a0,«2^ 1.205.020 124.091 

CIS7KICT OF U1LUMIA t 19»,200 | 245, §47 i 



ALL STATIS JICiUOING 

DISTRICT tP CO1UII0IA t 44.420i4«3 A 44.420.4i) 



ERJC Gl 



69r6A7 



I IN T>iOCSANCS) 



5TAT6 ANO RfeCION 



INPIVIDUA^ iNCOHe TAJlgS 



ABKl ly 
1 tlkiC 
AT AVUA.^£ 
RATI;) 



NET 
ABILITY 



CORPORATE iNtOne FA^itS 



fcFFOKT 



AaiL nv 

HA* VI bL J 
AT AVgRAGb 
RATfe) 



uNuruizEO 

AblLl TY 



00 



*e^< tNCLAMo siArt:> 
I CCNNCCT icur 

? MAIKE 

* NF¥ HA^-PSHIRE 
» «H00£ ISLAND 
6 VtRHCNT 



I l,>99,^8. « 2,322,356 I t22,BU 



75,616 
103,177 
1,*>3 150 

U1,V65 
66,%B7 



65>S,87I 

U9,0^7 
160,329 
7:>.iS2 



61,641 

KV9,962 

*:,70i 



MOOtE ATLAMIC SUltS % V,035oM » 7,*OS7UO 



7 DELi4Ali£ 

9 NEW YORK 
10 PfNKSYLVANIA 



200,385 
778,505 
iib97,3*5 
2il59,2l6 



119*0^3 
1 ,553,296 
3 , ^^B, 666 
« f 775 



-Blri^l 
77^,791 

25,'. 5S 



K.TM CEMRAL MATeS I 9,39^,358 % 1 1,075, » 1,68C,7..C 



11 ILLINOIS 

12 INDIANA 

13 lOMA 
\h KANSAS 

HIChigak 

16 MINNESC1A 

17 MISSOURI 
la NEBRASKA 

19 NORIH GAXOIA 

20 OH|r 

21 SOUTH CakOTA 

22 MISCCNSIN 

iRfcd STATES 

23 ALAEANA 
2h ARKANSAS 

FLORIO/ 



1.593,6^5 
V78,925 
490,210 
24 U224 

liVl 5,374 

1,074,^52 
1 ,404 
173»430 
69, l7i 

1,401 ,694 

1,324,679 



i«30),26C 
979,402 
54l,7V0 
43« ,V5C 

I 1859, 66S 
746,803 
84S, 07;> 
276,662 
10i:,5a9 

2*013,284 
i 1 (»*i6fi 
837,491 



ri3,5fc^ 

400,47: 

5i,5ec 

195, 72t 
-55,704 

-327, 74t, 
317,671 
103,232 
39,4ie 
61 1,S9C 
1 lU>l6e 

-487,1 87 



753, 4le % 

19S,56S 
3 4,30 7 

<i04,777 
52,453 
43,61C 

I e.TOc 



679,364 » 

193,033 
48,2 14 

323,277 
43,601 
^9,242 
^1 ,996 



-74,051 

-6,535 
I 3,907 
-81, 499 
-8,851 

5,63? 

3,296 



*-l,62^.6 70 % 2,571,712 » 2, 166,428 » -*05,284 



4 1,900 
3^8,227 
I ,344,610 
766, 976 



34,824 
4i>4, 389 
I ,038,099 
639,1 17 



-7,075 
56, 162 
-306,510 
■U7,e58 



t 2,936,454 % 3,2j9,tt35 t 303,381 



376, 096 
192,068 
108,961 
128,51 3 
906,680 
292.853 
111,952 
4 7,06 7 
2C,921 
461,393 
2i969 
264,979 



674,948 
286,507 
15B,<r9i 
127,822 
544,013 
2 1 d , ^ 64 
248,382 
60,933 
31 ,766 
588,950 
34,568 
244,9 93 . 



4:98, 850 
94 ,4 39 
^9, 5 30 
-6^0 
-364,666 

-74, 388 

1 36, 4 .^0 
33, 866 
10,845 

I 77,557 
31,599 

-39,985 



» 5,61 8, 720 » 11,00£, 693 » 5,389,973 t l,84l,.i0» 3,220,3 96 1 1 ,3 78, 966 



34 1 ,258 
202,939 



552,512 
316,633 
1 f 518, 506 



21 U?54 
1 13i694 
l,51fl,5C6 



83* 161 
63,528 
256, 18^ 



16 1 ,628 
92,625 
444,212 



78,467 
9.097 
1 88,02) 



HI 



lAtit » ICD»iTlNUED) 



INOIVIOUAI UCCMfc TAAE5 



ICOUfeCTIONS) 



AtiLi rr 

I1AX VULC 
AI AVERACfc 
KAU) 



UNUT IL UED 
AB Ul tY 



COaPOlATt IhCQni IA<ES 



A»uirv 

HA* VfK J 



•N'jr HI 7fO 
ABI Ll T V 



2* CEOAC^I A 
77 KFmruCiiv 

2R mv^isiiM 

?4 MAAHANO 

II Nn»lM CAHCilNA 

1? Sni,TH CAROLINA 

11 TFN^fS5fcfc 

^4 Tfi*S 

1^ VIAGIMIA 



00 4,161 
M7»1I2 
19? ,2 76 
1,299,992 
15««476 
»4»,2^7 
3^> 1,244 
24,«i7 

a74,»l7 
ill2«9^1 



iOS,6v9 

b%6. mt 

6U, 752 
il«f 6^1 
320,063 
•7^,5^5 

431, in<i 

66^,374 
2,3l7,6i^ 
93^, J*iB 
2«3,454 



705,280 
9,114 
422»4 76 

-4«1.37C 
162,307 

2e,27e 

79,945 
6^4,5 I 7 
2,31 7,632 
59»54i 
IOC, 713 



> 1.146,013 > 2,226,951 > 0eC,ll0 



17 AAl ZONA 

^n coLn^ADc 
19 iZAhn 

40 MTAilANA 

41 SFVAOA 

47 ^Fw mf % ito 

4^ n«l AHf ^A 

44 bTAH 

45 wvCfl^C 


222,000 
175,3^1 
1 30,0^0 
i^1>e>^l 

45,992 
752 ,127 
100,094 


397,323 
4V3,24 7 
137,063 
125,620 
136,4 94 
104,004 
440,405 
190,752 
a), 1^2 


17 4,515 
117,906 
-9 06 
2,0C7 
136,494 
130,014 

216,350 
^,050 

05, J 52 


PArific ifAlti 


* 5,691 , 700 1 


6,CO0,O6C 1 


316,200 


4 6 Al A SUA 

47 CAi IFOAMA 

40 hAwAI I 

4* r»fcr»N 

50 MAS HiNCrON 


145,020 
4,432,400 

227,214 
606,240 


102, «35 
4,550,290 
176. 35? 
441,005 
724,444 


-42,0*2 

-74,10< 
-50,057 
-245,242 
729,464 


CISfRlCI Of COLiiNttIA 


1 214,000 0 


14C,944 f 


'55,055 



203, 823 


236 ,048 


33, 025 


I3ti, b9 / 


1 S9 , n%7 


c 1 tx 'kI 


106, 956 


1 7^,0 )!> 


' f 1 ^ V 


126,002 


2 19,4 7* 


1 12,671 


^ 2, 7 1 C 


^ ),«#»3 


41,151 


230, DHH 




2S,T39 


122,^24 


I2c»,i il 


3.711 


1 7c, e 


l*?*) , w J i 


74,965 






c»77,9rt2 


164, 79C 


273 , 3 JD 


1 00,540 


2 1,014 


n2 ,97o 


6 1,964 


3 7 liO^u % 




280,^11, 


6i,842 


,2 10 


52,108 


86,202 


l44,2sl 


50.009 


33, 326 


40 ,0*^t) 


6,769 


2S,23^ 


16 , 7 so 


7.5 1 1 




)9,929 


39,929 


3 7,600 


^>4 ,062 


16.454 


91,37t> 


n 7,04»7 


45,6 72 


29,^40 


1 *1 


78,6<J1 




24,9|0 


74,910 


26^,243 % 


l,7'i7,*»so ft 


- 506,6*#7 


33,504 


30 ,1 12 


-1,391 


076,2^0 


1 . 333, 44d . 


-747,021 


20,99t) 


51 ,5'*0 


77,595 


12^,474 


12V ,ono 


1.534 




71 J. 3^*2 


71 1,347 


6 7,60 0 1 


^7,oai ft 


-70, M0 



DIStaiCT C» COLUM0IA 



I 31,102,422 0 40,207,927 0 7,105,305 0 IJ, 005. 094 I Il,7ci2.l08 % 



'*56,712 



66 



MATE ALCOHCLU {^tytHAGL LUE?»S€ T *n AfeVfeNUf. 
1 1^ IHCLikANCS) 



^klAU AND H£G(LN 



1 CCNNEC ! ICur 

2 iAINE 

3 NASSAChCSETlS 
M ft(W hANfSHlMt 
5 •mOCE island 

^•lODLe ATLAf^riC SlAFtS I 
7 OfLAnARt 

9 NEW rnnK 

10 PENKSYLVA"<IA 

^C•TM CEMH^L SIAUS % 

11 ILLINOIS 

12 INPIAN4 

13 IDmA 
U KANSAS 
15 ••ICHI6AN 
1ft ftlNNCSOfA 
17 MISSOURI 
It NEBRASKA 

19 NORTH CAKDIA 

20 ONIC 

21 SOUTH CAKOTA 

22 MISCCNSIN 

SREB STATES | 

23 ALABAMA 
2m ARKANSAS 

2^ FLORIDA 



af 

5,^29 
1 f 2^0 
52 3 
822 
130 

*T,2i7 

%26 
2»905 
34,975 
8,931 

^2t613 

I f 166 
7,9*^ 
^ 1^66 

A5i 
13f6^7 

3*2 

1 ,775 

lib 
206 
11,770 
U3 
b2 

3fl,5J5 

2 ,65* 

796 
i2,9!>6 



ABIL ITV 
ITAJI ^'IbLO 
AT AVt:AAOE 
RATEI 



NET 

AblLl T> 
ii-i OVEkuT U I ZAI luNI 



10,C18 

2 ,C*7 
711 

*,^C7 
6*3 
726 
32* 



1,*2* 

-2,581 
-528 
*,2** 
- 178 
59o 
-125 



.11 »S*7 

51* 
6 , 7C1 
15 ,3oa 
9 1*25 



-15,289 

M8 
3, 796 

- 19,6<>6 
*<)* 



4 7,776 

9 ,S53 
*,225 
2 i337 
I »885 
d .0^2 
:*r222 
3,(63 
I ,193 
*6& 

8,te5 

510 
3,t|3 



5, 163 

d, 7b7 
-3,719 
-2,228 

1 I 029 

2 #4ti0 

i , t»ae 

i.058 
262 
-3, d6h 
387 
3,531 



*7 t*d9 

2,383 
1 ,366 

p5!»0 



a, 95* 

-270 
5 70 
-6,*0i 



fJ7 



i I 



STATE AHO HtCiUN 



Sits SfAlCS UOHTjNuEO) 

?8 LOtlSlAM 
2^ WAHVLAMt 
10 NlSSISSlf^l 

31 NOPlH CAHOtlhA 

32 SOLTh carol iM 

35 VtHGINlA 

M(ST VIHGINIA 

VCUMlAIN suits 

AHl /CNA 
3i CCLCHACC 

39 ID4H0 

40 «<CNTANA 

41 NEVACA 

44 tT4H 

^AClf!C STATfcS 

4* ALASKA 

47 CAL IFCPKIA 

4* NAMAII 

49 CWfCCN 

^0 MASNtA»CION 

CISlilCT OF LOL(i«lA 



9l»ll 
Ii27« 
& .914 

2f 030 
S12 

^>U6 
906 

S>5il 

1 f 603 

»>0^9 

1 .205 
li7&4 
4^4 
1 I lb V 
21 
346 
822 
12 8 
10 

2a.4^9 

I .00 6 
23.090 

1 •059 
3. 304 

&.200 



•»LL STAIFS IHClJOING 
1)1ST»ICT Cf C0LUM8IA 



i72,6«7 



A8Ii!TY 
<TAA YULO 
AT >IVtHACf 
■Alt J ' 



NET 

UNUTiL UEi) 

AiijL nv 

Ci-J nvtftUlUUAT ION) 



3 f493 
2,357 
2 ,652 

3, !S3l 
1 ,384 
3,172 

1 ffiftO 

2 ,888 

4, C3l 
1 ,224 

9,607 

1 ,714 
2, 126 
591 
542 

797 
2,C21 
857 
367 

25 ,917 

444 
19,663 
761 
1 ,902 
3,147 

694. 



2,505 
1,079 
738 
3,292 

-645 
?,960 

-255 
I . ST 92 
l.«.d7 
2)>«28 

-507 

3|55tf 

^»14 

-e»l6 
5e>S 
451 
1.19^ 
729 
3!^7 

-2.5^1 

-561 
-3,426 
70 i 
843 

-15* 

-505 



173,448 



761 
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TABLt 7 

4ND STM£ kHO LOCAL HCTOH VIHIUfc UaNSe t2;i REVENUf. 
FOR STATfcS, RfcOIOhS ANC Thi UNITCC iTAT£j>, 1978 
I IN ThCLSANDSt 



STATE ANC REGION ^r^l^^ip^ "''^"^ *V£RAGt ABILITY 

STATE 4NC RfeGION Ht&ISTEREJ. 1974 (COlLtCMONS) RATt, tt-) OvERuT U liA^N J 



1 ENGLAND MAtti 


7, 


84 7 


1 CCN*«6f. 1 icur 




090 


2 NAME 




719 


1 NASSAC^^L^ETT^ 


3p 


520 


* NEW HlfrpSrtikJb 




593 


* RH0C6 I^ANO 




605 


^ VERNCNt 




320 



► lOOtfc AILANTIC STaTLS 


2 0, 613 


7 


DEL knitf i 


374. 


a 


NtM JtRStY 


A. 407 


9 


NEl» >ORli 


7,730 


10 


PENNSYLVANIA 


tff 102 


*CB7H CfNTJlAL STATtS 


39»017 


11 


Ul INOIS 


6f 861 


12 


ISO lANA 


3,5a6 


13 


lOWA 


2f 2i!2 


lA 


KANSAS 


W926 


I) 


NIChlCAN 


5.9«6 


\t> 


niNN^SOlA 


2.Si3 


I 7 


Nl S SOURl 


3.053 


la 


NEEAASKA 


i.25o 


19 


NORTH CMOTA 


5^»0 


20 


ohic 


7.504. 


21 


SOOlH CAI^OtA 


561 


2P 


Ml SCOUSkN 


2.66 7 




STAff S 


45. A57 


23 


AL AaA>4A 


2.67A 


2* 


ARK ANSAS 


i, a23 


25 


vLORIOA 


6t096 



4 

V 


1 9 B . 23 1 * 


ft 


262, 2B2 


ft 


64,051 




6 ^ . 3 A 6 




0 Y t 0 0 f 




5*5 09 




2 2 .693 




<T , U 




I » 3 19 




53.136 




1 17,654 




6^, 5TB 




2 1 ,06> 




19,821 




-1,243 




17,851 




2Q,22^ 




2,371 




1 9. 138 




10, o96 




- a»44| 




BA 7 . 57 1 


ft 


688 ,980 


ft 


-1 58,590 




21 ,053 




12, 501 




-8,551 




216,530 




1*.7,302 




'-69,2?7 




322, B31 




258, 372 




-64,458 




287,157 




2 70^605 




-16,351 




1 .48 7 .AOA 


ft 


1,304, 124i 


ft 


-1 83,279 




37 7.799 




229, J26 




*14B,^72 




91,270 




119,660 




?«,590 




12 6.069 




7^,^69 




-51,799 




65,028 




6^ ,376 




-651 




190,456 




200,079 




9,623 




n <^,503 




9*»,023 




-25,479 




no, 354 




102,045 




-8,306 




4 1 ,060 




42,048 




986 




2 3,555 




19,386 




-4, 1 6d 




222,209 




250,818 




2«,609 




22,517 




IB, 751 




-3,7h5 




97,584 




89. 143. 




-8,4*0 


ft 


1,311,290 


ft 


1 .519,376 


ft 


2 08,088 




46,090 




89,377 




43,287 




45,119 




47,563 




2,444 




230,644 




203, 756 




- 26,887 



ERIC 



\ 




NUNllER Of 
PIDTDR VEHICLES 
STATE iHC AtOlON Rk&lSlfeKEO, 1978 



i»tB STATES ICONTINUEO) 




27 Hf^iTUCur 

28 LOU 1 SI «KA 

29 I'AAn.AND 

10 MISSISSIPPI 

M NOATH C MOLINA 

12 SOUTH CAAOLINA 

33 TENNESSEE 

J4 1E»AS 

35 VlAGINlA 

^h WEST VIRGINIA 


3,4 9,6 
2,450 

S»7\ 
1,^9^^ 
4,079 

i,a5s 

2,996 
9,4S9 

1, 136 




10, 143 


)7 ARI iCNA 
IS COlCftADC 
39 ICAHC 
^0 »4CNTANA 

41 NEVACA 

42 NEki KF^ICQ 

43 OKLAHCHA 

44 UTAH 

4«> I»VC»ING 


1, 

2,1*3 
711 
672 
5^9 
907 

2,296 
90ft 
37* 


PACIFIC STATU 


20,407 


46 ALASKA 

47 CAL IFOPM A 
411 HAWAII 

49 CPEGCN 

50 MASHINGION 


257 
14v95t 
521 
1*776 
2,•9^ 


C ISTM ICT nr COtUM*! A 


261 


ALL STATES IM.LUJINC 
OlSTKlCr Cf LOLUiiaiA 


143,745 



(CCNTINUED) 



EFFORT 
ICCllECTIQnS } 



ABILITY 
it A* > IfcLD 
AT AVERAGE 
RATE ) 



NET 
JNUriUZEC 
ABILI TV 
il-) CVERoTiL JZAllAN) 



4 6 ,2B2 
54,5S0 
46 ,52> 
7ft, 161 
2 1 ,488 
11 7,3SB 
31, GDI 
10 4,445 
32 2,023 
125,077 

40t46l 
367,139 

53,873 
52 ,550 
29,43S 
20,710 
1 0,985 
34,4S1 
U 1 ,169 
1 6,629 
2 9,296 

575,572 

1 2,735 
37C,6l9 
22,711 
89 ,330 
80,177 

1 7 ,400 



116,852 
81,890 
aO ,9 54 
06, 46V 
%9, 936 
1 36,339 
62 , 1 03 
1 C J , 1 40 
317, 165 
I Ob .8 64 
37 ,970 

339,025 

51 ,942 
72,2V7 
23#99q 
22, A6I 
1B«350 
30t3l6 
76, 743 
30,349 
12, 568 

6 82 ,094 

8, 590 
4 99, 964 
17,414 
59,362 
96 I 764 

8, 724 



70,570 
27,302 
32,431 
6,3 0b 
28,448 

3 1 , 1 02 

- 4 , 04 

-4,857 

- 16,212 
-2,490 

"28, 1 13 

-\ *9'r 
19, 739 
-5,4^8 
It 7M 
-6 34 
-4,1 64 
-34, 42^ 

13,720 

- 16, l?T 

106.522 

-4, 1 *4 
129, 345 

-5,?96 
-29,967 

16,587 

-8,67^ 



I 4 ,804,607 



I 4,804,607 



70 



TABti 8 

$T*T£ ANO LOCAL NOIOH FuEl TAX REVENtC, 
fOK STATES, ftEClONS ANC Thk UMTfcC STATES, 197fl 

ilH Tholsanos) 



STATE MHO «tiiON 



hichhay MoroH 

FUEL CONSUMPTION 

IThOOSANOS Of x^AtLCNS) 



EF^CRT 

( ccllecucns) 



ABU ITY 
< TAJC y ItLO 
AT AVERAGE 
RATE) 



NE T 

ONUTJL IZkO 
ABU ITY 
M-) OVERJTI H/ AT ION) 



CAALiNO VTAIfci 

1 CCNKCC1 ICUT 

2 MA I IE 

3 >*AS VACHLiiETTi 
* NEW h4NP:^HIR£ 
S *HOD€ ISLAND 
ft VE1>»0NI 

f'lODLE ATLANTIC STATES 

7 OElAteA E 

A NEW JEHSEY 

9 NEIi YORK 

10 PENNSYLVANIA 

^C»TH CENTRAL STATES 

11 IlLlNOii 

12 INDIANA 

13 I ON A 
1^ KANSAS 
15 N1CH1GAN 
Ih NINNESCTA 
17 MISSOURI 
Id NEBRASKA 

19 NOR IN CAHOIA 

20 OHIO 

21 SOUTH CAKOTA 

22 WISCCNSIN 

SREB STATES 

23 ALABAMA 
2^ ARKANSAS 
25 FLORIDA 



5, 759, 497 

1 ,472,772 
0 14, L94 

2,528,0tl5 
453,3 70 
402,487 
2B8,^iV 

15,671,250 

326t 904 
3,548, 50i> 
6,121,273 
5,672, 574 

12,;i3,5l4 

S,634, 762 
3,2^8, 729 
L ,646,490 
1 1^46, 99« 
5,047,682 

3,021*031 
977,333 
412,033 

5,887,931 
467, 976 

2,490,300 

40,55ft, 63& 

2,295,126 
1 ,437, h84 
4,846,201 



% 644,565 

itl,058 
5b,4CS 

217,011 
*5, 189 
41,439 
23,460 

S l,3;4,Ce4 

35,6 76 
30C,263 
503t 195 
514,750 

% 2,5e7,S6S 
435,471 

266tbe7 

123,982 
442,091 
2Cbftb2 
210,129 
96,262 
33,468 
4Ci,l 55 
37,480 
176 ,6C0 

% 3,2C6,B77 

U5,663 
127,077 
4C6t667 



> 462 , n 7 

US ,169 
49 ,ir80 

202 ,B43 
J6 ,376 

32 ,294 
23,155 

» lT2t>7,394 

26 ,390 
284,717 
491 ,145 
455 ,143 

» 2,624 ,792 

452 ,1 11 
^C* A , 466 
148 ,154 
116,101 
405 ,004 
178,302 
242,395 
78,417 
33,060 
472 ,422 
37,546 
199.8I1 

ft 3,254,091 

184,151 
115,370 
368,838 



-82,447 

-42, ri86 

- 7,127 
-1 4,167 

- B , a 12 

- V »l 44 

-304 . 

-^6,6av 

-9,465 
-I 5,54!) 
-1 2,049 
-59,606 

56,624 

i6#l40 

- 4,620 
12,U2i 

- 7,880 
-3 7,046 
-2 7,349 

3 2 , 2 66 
-19,844 
-407 
70,267 
66 

i^3,2ll 

47,214 

-1 1,511 
- 1 1 • 706 
-I 7,828 



ERIC 



71 



TAdLfc 0 KCNUNUEO) 



HIGHWAY Noroa 

CThOUSaNOS Of- i^ALLCNS) 



ICCLltCl ICNS J 



AB2L ITt 
I Ta x Ylt iO 
AT AVhRAGa 
RAlfc) 



Nfe7 
UNUTIL lliO 
AttlL I lY 
( 1^ ) UVtK jl i I I / I OS) 



^6 

?r 

JO 



GEO«GI A 
RtN lUC K » 

^AHYi AKC 

"^nBTM CAROLINA 

snt tn c#iioLif»A 
r M AS 

V If^ClN I A 

wt ST V rHGINiA 



•'CUNTAIN STilfc^ 



\ 7 



All I /CNA 
COL OAaCC 
ICA>*n 

MTNTANA 

NEVADA 

N(w »«EJliCO 

OKI MnrPM 

UTAH 

It YOMI Nr> 



<»AtU IC STA U;> 



M 7 

^0 



Al ASKA 
CAl r^ORNI a 
HAMA1 I 

n«f CCN 

WASHfRlGION 



riSTRICT nf COtOHbIA 



3.316,079 

2i099,4i7 

3f334.0l 1 
lf765,^00 

9f06a,2ft8 
2f976,96^ 
973,59/ 

A, 567, 599 

i f ^ 5 7 • ^ 0<> 
1.529, 19^ 
54 Av656 
520,990 
*95, 339 
026 

1 f96a, 7^6 

765,^5 L 
39 7, 76i 

16,1 20. 7!iO 

i 1 f99k,tt26 
320,527 
1 ,>26,673 

2 ,064. 266 

2i7,67ll 



25 7, .M7 
' 9C,660 

lS4,24«t 

1 4.J , 3 70 
303. Cll 
It 3, 0 79 
2CC, 7«8 
f 77,609 
276,250 
64, 246 

% 65C,flCO 

120,017 
1C6,C74 
46,9 76 
4 7, 144 

40, 321 
69,461 
126,978 
58, 777 
36.052 

% 1,252,555 

23,201 
S51« 371 
*6,|2l 

106 

2 32 » 6 76 

* 21,500 



266 ,228 
162 ,925 
178 ,573 
168f450 
115.303 
267.507 
l4l ,649 
220,520 
727 ,601 
238 ,659 
78,1 17 

% 697,424 

ll6 ,936 
122 »696 
*4 ,022 
41 .tf03 
39,744 
70,930 
1 57 ,962 
61,417 
31 ,915 

i 1,293,460 

1 7 ,448 

962,1 73 
25,718 
122,494 
L65,6>28 

» 19,070 



fl.7ll 
-2 7. 734 

- S.ObO 
-x^i. /93 

-3 1 . J Ci6 

~3b.503 
-2 1,^30 

19, 752 
24V, V 12 
-3 7,390 

-o,i3J 

36.624 

- j.oao 

1 ^622 

- 2,953 

- •>. 340 

-5 ?6 
1 , ^6*^ 
3 0 , 9 
2, 640 

- I 36 

^0. 9J5 

- •> » 8 32 
1 1.0. A02 
'20,402 

2 3« 38d 
-6 ? . 04 7 

- 2 .4 2«< 



'LI STAffS INCLUDING 
DI5T«ICr COLUNftIA 



119,626,889 



I 9,598,349 



% 9,598,349 



ERIC 



^ 1 > 



TA*tfe 9 



VALUk Of P«0CCC1i SfVCREO ANO 
SEVta^NCfe TAX HlVENUfc, 
fO»4 SfAffei>» AEGlOfiS AND THt ONITCC STATES, I97a 



VALUfe Of 



fFFCRT 
C CCLL tCT ICNS ) 



AtJlH TV 
I TAX YIUO 
AT AVERAGE 
HAT t ) 



Nt T 

uNuTiLi 2eo 

AMIL { FY 

It-) OVt ROT U 1 ?AT r-JN) 



i CCNHbCT 1Ck>T 

) >«ASSACHLS£T IS 

* NEW HAftp!kHlKt 

5 KHOCE iSiANU 

6 VCNMtNT 

► looit AFiANnc srAiti 

7 OeiAnAPk 

« Ht>* JERSfcV 
9 NEW vflRK 
10 (»€NftSYiVANlA 

KC«rH CEKFRAL STATED* 

U ILLlNniS 

1? INDIANA 

13 lOhlA 

\M KANSAS 

19 hichigaa 

16 N1NNESG1A 

IT »*ISS0UR| 

IR NE;9RASKA 

19 NOR TH C AKUIA 

?0 OmIC 

?i SPiJfH CAAOTA 

^^ liiscrNiiN 

S»fR STAIES 

?Y AtAfANA 
2** ARKANSAS 

rtoRic* 



lOB^^^b 
2 U. 83:3 
2 J. 09^ 
35.!»30 

966 
168,42 ; 
*3V.3e9 

1 .493,464 
545, 797 
19 7,^66 
971, 134 

1 ,303,035 

1.100,704 
727,507 
i li.0«7 
201, t>26 

i .363.316 
102.^:1 8 
143.428 

% 37.035i40> 

1 .0^1 . 729 
444. 725 
1 .SS4. 106 



174 



174 



100,325 



649 
841 

1 1 »7ia 

6 1 ,945 
36 
i ,243 
I 6.619 
3 ,600 
872 
602 

1 .71 9 .476 

1 7,056 
12.391 
94 ,604 



» iO.934 

1 ,77b 
5. 100 
9,960 
945 
I .671 
1.^01 

i 1 65 , 5 66 

139 
7,919 
20,472 
137,036 

% 306,329 

70,22i 
25,663 
9,2ft9 
45, 662 
61,127 
51 .755 
34, 2C7 
5,2 70 
9,4 80 
6'», 103 
4 ,806 
6. 744 

S 1.741.388 

^b.041 
20.911 
fctt, 590 



20.760 

I .778 
5 . I 00 
9. 960 
7 71 
1.671 

I 65 »56^ 

I 39 
7.9 19 
20.472 
137,036 

2B8t004 

70.22? 
25.01*. 

V, 28<5 
4%, 871 
<r9, 409 
-10, 189 
A4, I 71 

4,0?7 
-9, 1 3H 
60, 30^ 

3 . 9 V4 

6, 1 42 

^1.96; 

10. 98^ 
«. 5?0 
-6.21) 



ERLC 



7 J 



VAliJt OF 



I LC.U fC ! HINS) 



NFT 

J CVt HUT U 1 73 T irs) 



^^ ci-r ac, I A 

? « I Cu m A K4 
?<i «Ai tl »K c 

< 1 NPB Vi ^ A^r.i. is* 

Tf<*S 
l^ vM ".In I A 

16 Mf S I V I hi; I Nl 4 

* * Am 2rNA 
••fNlANA 

PA{ If ir sf* 1 1 i 



At A S«A 

C AL ffnUM 4 

HAH4I t 



if^\, 703 

1 Q9,t^i 

671 

I ^ I » 
♦ 1 3 , ft ^ 7 
I *> .AA^t 90 ) 

1 . n^,i 

ii )9 1, "^87 

1 0 ,^Q?,06 9 

1 r?AA. 
9^ti , 
236, 
•»7 6, ?3 7 

? .i')9 I , 9B3 

96ft, 7 
1 tft^4. ^ )0 

7, 9ft4| 
919,421 

3.)8a,)46 

61. 

1 7^,655 
262. 99« 



I ? II , I ft l 
s 7 ft , *J ,^ 'rf 



?7,».^9 



9S *. » ftflft 

Hi i 



m9 t 



1 . M3h 
273 
**.ftft 7 
129 
M ,fl26 
, 3^4 

66,021 

176,3^5 

10 7, 7lf> 
31 ,23^ 

4.117 
33>2A9 



17 ,9..H 

129,.U1 
, * 7 

^ 1 . n I 

T , ^ n 
, ^ s 
. ) f i , 

7 > 7 , S », % 
^2 » ft 4H 

, v9r, 
<i i , 9 r 

fti) , Ml T 

* ^ , i w , 

1 1 . 1 ; 1 

;7 , .J*.* 
W . i V9 
9H , 
I ♦ ^^^^ 
*S 7 
7 7, 1 r V 

^6 ,Of\H 

*3,23l 
IV), 32a 

2 , a^A 

12 , )6h 



17,9*8 

9CJ 
-67, 3^^^ 
9,307 
-6, 2?7 
9, BftO 
C» ,6 »iS 
1 8,2 64 
-22?. I -il 
ftl , B3S 
1 S9, A90 

- l4, Mfl 

60,!>A7 
*3,1S2 
)0, A40 
-1 7,^72 
12,020 

- A 7 , 4 M 
-I 23f 70« 

i6,S2l 
U,104 

*9, 7 n 

- 64 , 4 01 

i2fl,093 
2, AAA 
4, \ A2 

-20,9?I 



I 64*340, 797 



• 2fA94,J2i 



3*026, 2iA 



S 3 I , 8 ^6 



ERLC 



■4 



fOK STATtSr REGIONS MhU ?Mfc UMTEO STaUS, i979 
I IN THClSANCS ) 



EFFORT 
(COLIECTIIXS) 



ABU ITY 
CTAX YIUO 
AT AVEftACE 
RATE) 



NlT 
ONUTUiiCO 
AttlLlTY 
11-) OVEKUl UIZAT luN) 



Co 



^EW ENGLAND >UTtS 
I CCNNtCTlCuT 

^ NAiiACHC^ETTS 
* NE¥ HA»PSHlkt 

5 AhCDE | !>4.ANJ 

6 veii*k:nt 

MJOiE atlamic states 

r OELA^AflE 

B NEm JES!iEV 

9 NEh YHliR 

10 *»ENhSrLVANI A 

^C^Tm CfNTR^i ^TAJtS 

11 liLlNOIS 

12 INDIANA 

11 inwA 

U KANSAS 

fICHir.AN 
U MiNNCSCiA 

IT Nfssoum 

18 NEBRASKA 

1«> NOR IH C AROTA 

?0 riHic 

^\ SOUTH CAKJIA 
22 ItlSCCNSlN 

5A(d STA lES 

71 AtAPAMA 

2h AIIKJINS4S 
2^ FLORIC^ 



17,^*97 

10, 728 

lit 

2 v^U 

^IB, ^74 

15.69V 
3U ,V13 
Bi,9^3 

3v, 397 
7,92v 
3,013 

19, 106 
1 I 56 6 



2 I 7dS 

262, 395 

6,71> 
2,670 
160,20V 



61 , IVS 

IT ,37v 
* ,3vO 

2V,C97 
3,92V 
4 ,V32 

1 >sao 

I9V ,SS!» 

3, 13V 

40 ,tiS8 
93iV37 
!>7 ,525 

2^1 .e09 

60,750 
25 ,788 
IV ,265 
U ,iC5 
4b ,965 
19,663 
22 ,356 
7 ,285 

2 ,b59 
53, CIO 

3. Ill 
22 ,C51 

2ti9 ,660 

14, *V0 
8,33 7 
39 ,982 



V51 

17,37V 
3,41V 

1 8 , 369 
if 229 
' 696 

-931 

-223,578 

-6,389 
2 5,20V 
-217,975 
-tV, V17 

257,212 

52 » 8 26 
25, 788 
11,252 
1 1 ,505 
V8,965 
557 
22,356 
5,719 
2 , 859 
53f 010 
3,111 
19,263 

27,V65 

7t833 
5,667 
-120,221 



ERIC 



i 



SIATt AND HhGION 



EFFORT 
{ COLLECT IONS) 



A8IL llY 
iJkA y ItLD 
AT AVERAGE 
HAT t I 



NET 
UN0T1L12ED 
AttlLlTY 
II-) O^eRUTlLUAT lONI 



furs iTATtS iCOMlNUtO) 
2b GPOliGlA 

?7 keniocky 

2S lOUlSlAKA 
29 MARYLAND 

)l NORTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH Carolina 

51 tENNtSStt 
)^ TEXAS 

VIRGINIA 
36 liEST VIRGINIA 

^'OUNT AIN ST /US 

57 ARi 2CN4 
\B COiCRADC 
39 IDAHO 
%0 MCNTANA 
41 N€vACA 

NE»* HEAICO 
4 3 OklAHORA 
44 UTAH 
4^ HYCRING 

PACIFIC iTAias 



46 
47 
SB 
49 

SO 



ALASi^A 

C AL IFCPNIA 

HAwAt I 

ORECCN 

WASHINGTON 



CISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



25,it1 



8 ,74D 
29 ,576 
ii963 



3,9Sa 



1 ,305 
9»20O 



21 .316 
N,3a7 

16 ,186 
21 ,654 

8 I 44 8 

23, C26 
U ,353 

17 ,c?5 
ti ,C23 

24, C02 

7 ,469 

58 ,636 

10,462 
l2fS87 

3 ,609 
3.308 
3, 5S4 

4 , fe66 
12,335 

5 r-!33 
2 ,^42 

156 , 1V3 

2,710 
120,020 
4 ,644 
11 rtl2 
19,;07 

4,238 



16,^39 
1 2,b05 
ICf 186 
-3,712 

H, 4^6 
23f0^6 

2f6l3 

- 1 1 a 88 

61 t023 
-4,973 
4,*>2l 

52.673 

10,462 
12,987 
3,609 
3,308 

I, 569 
,866 

8,377 
5,2j3 
2,242 

150, I /9 

2,710 
120,^^0 
3,339 
11,327 
12, 7b3 

-4,961 



All STAleS INCLUDING 

01 STRI CT CF COLUMBIA | 



756, ^hO 



\ ,058 ,678 



302,138 



ERLC 



TABLE U 



c«« fNO TOTAL SlATfc AhO LCCAL TAX MfcVENuE. 
FOR >Ul|i, RfcCIQNS khO THt UNIItD iTAICi, 1978 



P*A I*»UTuf L 



CTMtH 
TAlt J, 



UNAl 1 nr AHl f 

r AAf ^ 



I 01 A I VTATF 
ANH I A{ 

I A A f :k 



f SfiL ANi^ A7fci 

1 «AS uf ►'csfcT rs 
A V ?• «r M 

'•nOiF ATI AKTIC ilAU^ 

• Nf »• JH» it y 
n r»f NfcS>| vAHl A 
01.. r f MO ilA! t s 

U r Ni^ f »N • 
1 < Mm a 

1 ^ M f c ^ 1 r. A N 

I ^ NF^fl A!>li A 

1 0 T.. r A«nT A 

y ^ rr s ^ |iy 

A ^ T 4 I i s 
^ ) At APA>* A 

; % F I • I C A 



9 6,*!>9 

1 ^|900 
0 

I m;. <J 79 

?1 .267 



^• B9 1 

2 . ) 1 7 



091 



I ^. 099 

02 i 



116 ,&36 

35 ,296 
I 0 I i 7 7 
35* 74d 
1 ^ .691 

6 .61^ 

81 7 

\\iSf\20 
) 6 3 , 3 3 
11 S,22d 

43C , /Sft 

91 ,»)3h 
I fl , i ^ 0 
2ih .Cl^ 
? .68«i 
S7, 761 
'S2. 186 
5«.,C97 

1 6 ( ?fl6 

13,121 
12 ;,oAl 

6 .6A 3 

^2,1 7*y 

1 ,01 1 ,80^ 

67. 702 
2^.717 
103,610 



I J ,9r0 
1 .9C0 

26 » 200 
6 , !> C I 

3,<i 70 
7 1 7 . I u 1 

s>* , 2 no 

I *iH t * OlJ 
4» ^/. . 1 f 0 

12 , lr^^ 

I 7 1 HC\j 

, or I 

<»«f ,000 
*i3 ,00n 

2 0w 

'>» .'?r* 

200 
2.^ . I 72 

6':2,'. IB 

63,V00 
9,200 

70 ,.,00 



> I 1 iVO*#.C?P 

2 ,^2^»,fl2^ 
a26.8U 

6 ,340,201 
610,2 0*. 
70*», ..fto 

i '»l,220, 3ftO 

?>60f *J74, 
7 , 2«<», QhO 
if 1 #2 19, 2 76 

i^i , I 1 7--: 

% <.H,dM7,Q31 
10 , 309, Jhfi 

1 ,H<^1, 4, 19 
ft , H »i , T H I 
♦ , J 1 3 ••^ 
J , 1 n, 8 9f. 
i , 3 U , I 

M, 2hO 
7 , ,^ S , 7 7 
f 7 3.i ?? 
,S 1 33 



16 



, 6T G , 9 



2,|0|.i s| 
1 .2 27, 1 S6 
ft ,i M ,6«» 



All NOTfi AND FOOT«lOTf-S AKE ON PAG£ 



TABLt 



PAR |HUl>JtU 



<«eB STAIfS ICONTlNUO) 
?6 OfOACrA 

27 KENTUCKY 12,**7 
2a tOu LSI AM 12V 
MARVLAKO 20,03V 
»0 MISSISSIPPI 
)l MOArH CAROLINA 

32 SOU In CAROt IN* 

33 TeNsesstfc 

TClAS 
35 VIAGINIA 

3* l*tSf VIMCINIA 12.3J4 

•'CUMAIN ST /Tfci ft 19,>»; 

37 Af)( IQHA e,30fc 
3S CGLC^ACC 8,070 
19 IDAHO 
•»0 nCNIANA 

NFVACA 222 
42 NEW »*E>ilCO 2,595 

OKLAHO»>A 

UTAH 

FACUIC STAitS » 121,697 

4»6 ALASKA 

h 7 CAl IFHANl A 1 10, 306 

HB KAHAII 

49 ORICCN 5,250 

50 MASHf NCION bt 141 

ClSTllCT OF COLUMBIA 



ALL STATES INCLUOINC 

OlSTRIcr CF C0LU»<BIA ft 689,570 



ERIC 



ICOKTINueOl 



CTHEP 
TAXe £ 



0THE« ANO 
UWALLOCAbLfe 
TAXES 



TOTAl 6TATC 

FAxes 



33*63^ 
34 i^Od 
91 ,3SB 
29.069 
43 ,^26 
9^,019 
2 7 ,421 
76,333 
327,720 
4C,*23 
15,<;43 

205,182 

24,581 
34,101 
20,594i 
13,602 
36 t 76 8 
14,549 
39,140 
I 1,147 
10,500 

31 6 ,68^ 

18,256 
I72f 815 
6,28^ 
56,098 
63,231 

iC,300 



39 , ^24 


3 ,H%^,5 1 5 




* ,3 29, 7 45 


38,000 


2,868,717 


111,51 1 


4,0B5,01 7 


4 ,^00 


1 «4 42, 6 8 7 


20tDOO 


3 ,645,9^7 


28,900 


1 ,827,966 


42,703 


2i815,25l 


35,200 


9,^1 5, 980 


132 f200 


3,961,405 


4^,080 


1 ,2 73,734 


137,567 


ft ia,a72,C7l 


19,700 


2,207,238 


32 f 084 


2, 379, 897 


4,wOD 


6 2 9,382 


4, 170 


648,280 


37,700 


668,099 


12,900 


932,476 


14,113 


1 ,942,266 


iOi200 


969,399 


2,700 


495,032 


6li f^Ol 


i 3^ 1 /<7l , 1 60 


5,201 


758,895 


4 84,5C0 


27,365,1 77 


5,000 


9^9,877 


59,200 


2,178,261 


57,500 


3 ,538,950 




t e'.2,ooo 



ft ),C19,600 



ft 2,608,660 



f 195 ,163,509 



73 



TAILK 12 



ilk lhOU&AMDS> 



ST4TI ASC Ht&ION 



GMfiAL iAuti iAtti ANC 
AND &ROi> CMCSi 



PtAfH AND 
CIM TAAES 



i^tiNERAi. 
f HOPkRTy 
T A)lE$ 



in; cut 7A)ies 



^f ■ f NGL AND iilArki 



92Cr, 887 I -76,759 I 



Cf NNfC I ICUT 
^*5SACHUifcrT:> 
• HOCfc lUANO 



^9,790 
-12, 380 

36, 706 
46, 437 



7, 167 
-3»307 
-24,090 
-26,»84 
-U349 
-28,4 93 



Mnoit 4UAMIC :yTATki 8 737,488 8 i3,59i 



7 DtL*kiA»b 

9 Hfu ynnK 
10 PfNKSyLVAMA 



U 
12 
1 ) 

14 

\h 
\ 1 
I « 
10 

2i 
22 



I NO UN* 
KANSAS 

"^lC^■|r,A^ 

•^INKfSC 1A 

M IS snun I 

Nf KAASV A 

NOftlN CAI^OTA 

Ohi C 

SOtl'^ OAfcOfA 

Miser Ns IN 



STATE S 

23 ALAfAl«A 
ARKANSAS 

2** H.nofO* 



Uii 392 
632» 664 
-^68, 677 
540, 1 U 



3,500 
-58,03* 
i, J06 
06,821 



» 1, 700,795 8 l,Ot*7,2U 8 



-23,890 
-89,094 
I 94 , 4 74 
95,3 78 
37 1,954 
245.855 
44,6 30 
25,634 
16, 910 
700, 539 
-3,524 
1 19,933 



6 , 3 C3 
259,985 
0 7,096 
«5,459 
3 77,285 
-37,633 
75,959 
2,855 
16, 199 
93,4 99 
11,5*7 
i28,6r.6 



-389, 540 8 -1 ,469,2^ " 8 



-77, 705 
1 7,578 
•47, 654 



-201 t2tb 
9,t22 
-i9i,425 



-59 


,702 8 


'li697,21S 


8 522 


, B76 8 


-10 


,818 


-26 1 ,44 2 


t)a4 


• 255 


- 1 


,692 


-43, 796 


61, 


1 641 


-36 


,846 


-1 ^188,203 


-J2», 


,050 




-07 


-96,656 


13V, 


»96? 


- 3 


1^47 


-59,241 


56, 


1 36<» 


1 


il93 


-4 7,877 


H( 


f 70b 


-84, 


1040 S 


-2 ,325, 72 3 


% -l,o2^, 


6 70 \ 




•S73 


11 l,64<^ 


-81. 


341 


-2 3, 


i669 


-92 8,04 6 


774, 


7S1 


li 


581 


-2,502,407 


-2,348, 


678 


-6 1, 


570 


<ii93, 162 


25, 


559 


1<?1. 


366 % 


1 ,201, 5Be 


» 1,6B0, 


7«)6 8 



-6,340 
12,499 
-1 1 ,756 
4t814 
*0,328 
I .432 
20,718 
9,205 
1 .913 
5 8,946 
-221 
-iO ,249 



l!k3, OSS 
30? , 74 9 
16,405 

-63,451 
-126, 745 
2 7,803 
454, 482 
-90, 177 
22,956 
673, 377 
-27, 195 
-1*1. 702 



713, 565 
hOO,477 
51,580 
19 5, 726 
-55, 704 

-327, 748 
317, 671 
I0i,232 
39,*#18 
6 1 1 , 590 
110, 16B 

-*8/f 187 



-74,05) 

-6 ,5 3^» 
13.907 
-fll t^oo 

-a ,H*) 1 

5.63? 

3t296 

- 405,2fl<» 

-7,075 
56, I ^2 
-306 ,51 0 

- U7.85e 

303 ,38 1 

298 ,0SC 
94 .4 ^9 
49,530 
-690 

- 364 ,666 
-74 , 3«« 
116,410 

33 «H66 
I 0 , M % •> 

127,557 
31 .599 

-19,985 



164 ,201 8 5 ,955, 905 8 5,389,973 » 1 ,370.966 



18,018 
12 ,101 
24 ,396 



655,032 
265, 573 
54 7,428 



21 1,254 
i 1 J, 694 
1 .5 18, 506 



70,46 7 

9,097 

1 88 ,o;»i 



ERIC 



7'J 



STATE ANO HEGION 



J«CB STAI6S iCONriNufcO* 

2a lOUfSlAM 

29 PIARYLAKC 

30 MISSISSIPPI 

31 NORIH CMlOtlNA 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

3^ TEXAS 

35 VUOINIA 

3A MES1 VlAGIiiilA 

rCUNTAIN ST#US 

37 ARI ZONA 
30 COiCAAOC 
39 IDAHO 
«0 f^CNTANA 
M NEVADA 
h2 NEW NEVICO 
43 0«LAMC»A 
%\ UtAH 
«^ WYQNINC 

PACJF IC STATIS 



'^^NCRAi SALkS 
AND GRObS 
RECEIPTS 



^tieCf J VE 
!»ALES AND 

fttCfc iPTS 



46 
47 
4B 
49 

^0 



ALA SJ^A 

CAL IFnSKM 

HAWAI I 

OH UDH 
KAShINGION 



TAXES 


TAJltS 


- 55, 4 79 


1,6 02 


44, 380 


-4,277 


-319,635 


5,651 


234,292 


-32,558 


-207, 140 


I2,i>20 


185,1334 


-37,975 


- 17,290 


- 17, 140 


"350, 174 


-126,831 


61,409 


-525,043 


330,983 


-I3b,273 


-187,43^ 


-21 ,660 


-496, 145 1 


-20,297 


-275,32^ 


- 19,522 


-144, 04« 


62,992 


25,506 


15,324 


132, 32B 


6,030 


-22,427 


-S0,284 


-i47, 741 


5,971 


83,314 


-40,194 


-U)4,977 


J^0,62l 


-42,77!> 


10,759 



CISTKICT Of cotunaiA 



I - 1 ,606, 060 I 

73,624 
-W219,09l 
-lBl,55ft 
*6*, 525 
-743, 569 

I 11,027 I 



ObAlH AND 
GIFT TAaES 



29,364 
3,422 
12,195 
2C,545 
9,53a 
3,502 
10,622 
-2 6 ,986 
2S,C47 
19,004 
434 

30,062 I 

14,C27 
-2,577 

2 ,587 
-502 

6,311 

6»dl0 
-2,007 

5,135 

1 ,00L 



-5,873 
773,49^ 
-0,^61 
52, U2 
-90,363 

-63,911 I 



GtNfcRAL 
PROPlRtY 
TAHi 



352,365 

4ac,9as 

620,<»9O 
107,964 
222,335 
607, 045 
305,994 
466,056 
539,557 
45 1, 370 
244,907 

329, 726 0 

-145,333 
-26,699 
37,802 
-101,099 
i7,627 
156,235 
30bf3O2 
59,630 
-56,024 



INCOME TAXES 



INPIVIOUAL 



205,208 
^,U4 
422,47;> 
-401,370 
162,307 
26f 270 
79,945 
644, ^17 
2,317,632 
59, 541 
100, 713 

000,118 I 

17^,515 
1 17,906 
-906 
2f 007 
136, 494 
i38,B14 
216, 358 
9, 058 
05, 152 



712,937 i -162,316 $ -3,533»93t I 316,200 | 



4.515 

-152,591 
4,U2 
-5,67' 
-12,673 

-3,257 I 



-155,456 
-3,401,441 
135,93 1 
-157,062 
124,091 

69,66 7 



-42,092 
-74,109 
"50,857 
-245,242 
729,444 

-55,055 I 



CORPORATE 



33,025 
21 ,250 
-7,120 
112,671 
41 ,153 
25,739 
3,2 13 
24,965 
677,982 
100,540 
61,964 

260,414 

52 ,300 
50,009 
6,769 
7,511 
39,929 
16 ,4^4 
45,672 
20,693 
24 ,9U 

-■506,692 

-3,391 
-742,021 
22,595 
3.534 
213,392 

-20,510 



Atl STATES INCLUDING 
OlSTRtCr Ck COLUMBIA 



079,241 > 



195,403 I 



6,3U I 



0 7, 105, 305 I 



956,212 



ERIC 



60 



rA«L( 12 (CON 



LICtMJk TAXtS 
STATE AND «kUIOS SeVlllAOfc VfchlCU 



1 CCNhCr I ICUT 

2 HMi mC 

J HASSACNt.St1T!> 

4 NCta HAnfSHlHt 

5 dHOOt 1S4.AN0 

6 VCKICNI 



11,424 

-5211 
4,244 
-ITi 
5^ 

-125 



64»05) 

5,5C5 
I ,339 
64,518 
-i»*43 
2,^71 
-8,441 



PIOOIE AfLAKIIC STATtS 

9 f«EM ynnii 

10 ^CNNSYIMNIA 



-15,289 % - 158, 590 



88 

3, 796 
19,6*4 
494 



-•f551 
-69,227 
-64,458 

-16,351 



► CiTH CENTIIAL ilAftS 

11 ILL INOi!i 

12 INDIANA 

13 inMA 

14 KANSAS 

I* MINNESCU 

17 HTSSCU81 

18 NEBRASKA 

19 N08 TH C AikOTA 

?0 OHIC 

21 SOurn CAKOTA 

SAES STAUS 

23 AtAPAHA 

24 AHAANSAS 

25 FLOIIQA 



5,163 

8,78T 

-3, 719 
-2,228 

1,029 

-:>,624 

2,88U 

iftaa 

1 ,058 
262 

-3,08^ 
387 
3, 531 

9,954 

-270 
5 70 
-6, 405 



- U3,27V 

-148,472 
28, 590 
-51, 799 
-651 
9,623 
-25,479 
-8, 308 
«88 
-4, 168 
28,609 
-3, 765 
-8,440 

208,088 

43,287 
2 ,444 
'26,8«7 



ERLC 



I 



NET 

HOTDi you StVERANCt TRANifER ^'^ABIlII^^ 

^^^^^ TAXIS TJlJltS l(-) nvEHUTi i. I ^aTI ONi 



-82,447 


• 


2C, 76C 


% 


^3, 151 


% 


-41 7,034 


-42,888 

-7, 127 
-14,167 
-•,B12 
-9,144 

-304 




1,778 
5, IOC 
9,960 
771 
1,671 
lf481 




17,374 
3,414 

Id, 36 9 
1 1229 

3 p 696 
-931 




33 3,603 
16,565 
-932,42 7 
156 ,44 I 
33,851 
-25,06 4 


-S6,689 


% 


165,566 


% 


-223,578 


% 


-4,003,024 


-S,485 
- 15 ,545 
- 12,049 
-59, 6U6 




139 

7 Q 1 Q 

20,472 
137,036 




-6,389 
25 , 204 
-2 17,975 
-24,41 7 




126 ,94 / 
^05,811 
-6,01 7,1^0 
1,481 ,367 


56,824 


% 


288,004 


% 


2 57,212 


% 


6,51 9,051 


16, 140 
•4,62 0 
12,023 
-7,880 
-37,046 
-27,349 
32,266 
-19,844 
-407 
70,267 
68 
23, 2U 




70,222 
25,014 

S,2B9 
44,621 
4 S,409 
-10, 189 
34,171 

4,027 
-9,138 
6C,303 

3,934 

6, 142 




52,ti2 6 
25,788 
11,252 
11,505 
48,965 
557 
22,356 
5, 719 
2,859 
53,010 
3,111 
19,263 




1 , 1 ,076 
1,05^,106 
^65 ,df>6 
3 4 6,057 
307,776 
'224,265 
1, 134, 2o2 
76 ,6^ 1 
97,647 
2,S74 ,6 n 
134,106 
-306,830 


47,214 


% 


2 1,962 


% 


27,465 


% 


1 1 ,343,899 


-11,511 
-11 , 706 
-17,820 




30,985 
8,520 
-6,213 




7.033 
5,66? 
-120,221 




:54.121 
433,1^8 
1,659,714 



TA«L£ \2 (CCKIlKUtD) 





AU OHOt It 




'iCTC^ 








0£veRAG£ 








TAJItS 


5»tB STAUS ICONFIfiUkO) 












* • U 1 * 






70f 570 




6,711 




I, 07V 




^7.302 




-27,734 


2i LOOISIAM 


739 




32 » 43 1 




-5 ,06 0 


29 ftAKViANC 


3,29i 




8»308 




-25,793 


10 mSSISSlFPI 


-64* 




2 Sf 44 0 




— J 1 f UDO 


31 NOHTN C^OilNA 






10»951 




-35,503 


>>* ^ Uu rn CAnOLlNA 






3JLf 102 




-21 r430 


J J 1 E^KCo ; EC 


If 9a2 




--4,304 




19, 752 


14 T C ■ AC 
3 ^ I C 4 4 ■> 


if 40/ 




-4,fi57 




249,912 




2f 42B 




-I6f 212 




-37^390 


Mcsr V moimiA 


-507 




-2 f ^"90 




-6 , 130 


MXiNTAiN ST i |£S f 


3» »»a 


ft 


-2«f 113 


ft 


36,624 


3 7 Aftl/rr^A 


509 




-1 f S3a 




-3,U80 


30 COtWAOC 


4 l4 




19,739 




17,622 


39 IDAHC 


-52 




? f ^ J C 




-2 , 953 


^0 NONTMA 






1,751 




-5,340 


^) N£VAOa 


56« 




-634 




-576 




451 




-4, 164 




1 ,469 


^3 OKtAHC^A 


li 199 




-34,125 




36,984 


«4 UTAh 


729 




J3, 72C 




2,6<0 




357 




-16,727 




-4,136 


PACIFIC STAItS ft 


-2f 54i 


* 


106«522 


ft 


40,905 


46 ALASKA 


-561 




-4, 144 




-5,832 


hi CAL IFGI^MA 


-3f 426 




i29«3i5 




1 10,1102 


40 HAMAII 


761 




-5,29t 




-2C#402 


49 ohegon 


843 




-29.967 




23,388 


no )<ASH|NGraN 


- i56 




16, 587 




-67,0* 7 


CUT^ICT OF CUtUNtiA » 


-505 


% 


-fl#675 


ft 


-2,^29 


ivl STATIS IKLv;OING 












DISTRICT CF COLuNfttA ft 


761 


ft 


0 


• 


0 



ERIC o rl 



I 



SfcVfcRANCt MANSr-^ft ABlLl TY 

^-^^tiS TAAtS U-) OVtRUI 1 l IZATION) 



1 7,946 




16, 239 




6 82 , 2 L 6 


900 




1 2 f 60i> 




569 ,031 


-6 7, 306 




1 6 , 186 




719,242 


9,397 




-3,712 




33,032 


-6,227 




8,4v8 




239,248 


9,bb0 




23,026 




829,713 


6,655 




2,613 




384,024 


16,264 




-1,688 




664 ,6^9 


-222, 141 




61,023 




3, 185,004 


61,635 




-s,973 




836,849 


15^,490 




S,621 




353,898 


-14,110 


ft 


52,673 


ft 


1 ,047,2 97 


60,587 




10,462 




-132,704 


43,352 




12|9d7 




159,7 73 


10,640 




3,609 




93,004 


-17,572 




i,30B 




27,809 


12,020 




1, 509 




92,613 


-47,461 




Ai, 866 




130,901 


-123.708 




8,377 




565,070 


3 6,521 




5,233 




85,8 10 


I 1*304 




2,24? 




24,1 39 


^9,713 


% 


1 50, 179 


ft 


-4,435,023 


-64,403 




2,710 




'201 ,790 


128f 093 




120,020 




-4,411 ,808 


2,804 




3,339 




-96,954 


4, l42 




11, 327 




121 ,950 


-20,921 




12,763 




153,501 


C 




-4,9<^1 


ft 


-77,024 



% 53U806 



ft 302,138 ft 



9,977,337 



i 



^*CciLJ?rio2s?S5{\^fU^^lS?^nSI l£Si"SL*^ P«CtNTA56i Of TOTAL 
wukLtLV IUN)» FOR STATfiif AeGIOr^S ANC TM€ UKITEO STAT£$> l97S 



\ 



SALES 
AN J WOSS 



SSL (C I I %E 
ANO GROSS 



GtNfcAAL 
MDPfc^TY 

TAxes 



INOIVIOLAL CORPORATt 



^ iA5i*chtsfcns 

* «MO0£ ISJlANI) 

6 Vejl«CNT 

>»IOOlt ATIAKTIC i.AlkS 

7 Of I ^MAPfc 

• NEii jEAitT 
9 NEte tOllK 

10 PEHASVLVAMA 



13 
U 
IS 
16 
I 7 
18 

M 



Ill INOI :> 

INO Una 

tOWA 

kAaiSAS 

»<IChiGak 

«I*iSESClA 

"issouai 

NF9«ASli A 
NCftiM CAikOFA 
OMI C 

SnulH tM^OTA 



6»£B SIA ?ES 

?^ ALArA»«4 

ARKANSAS 
2'i flO»10A 





9»2 




9.6 




9. 1 




if • J 




15.0 


17,7 


9 ■ A 




U.9 


17.1 


7. a 


— 




1 J«B 


IC.i 


1«.5 


6*7 


17.3 




20. A 


/w 


^3.0 


9.7 




4. A 




6.A 


19.3 


6.6 


17,9 


4,9 


U.i 


9,1 


26. 7 


9*3 


1'».9 


S.6 


^0.6 


6.6 


)8.6 


to, A 


^7• 1 




16. A 


>.2 


2^.7 


13. S 


30* 1 






10. I> 


^6,9 


ir.2 



^ 6 # ^ 


1^ • 1 


6. i 


A6 . 2 




6 . tl 


3t* 2 




•»p 1 


a7.5 


22 . 6 


0. 4 


»6*2 


1.5 


^» 6 


A?. 4 


14. 1 


5.5 


41.9 


16.2 


4. 6 




21-9 


6.2 


i.i.;: 


35, 7 


• t J 


48*0 


:o.7 


J. !» 


36,0 


25.4 






21-3 


t.r 


Ji.O 


19.2 


6. 3 


3^.b 


15, 5 


3*6 


3^.6 


15.2 


5« 1 


37,4 


20. 9 


-••6 


41. % 


12.7 


6. 8 


16.0 


21.6 


10.2 


3'.,0 


26.0 


7. 3 


2S.9 


16.7 


J« ^ 


41.0 


a3,0 


J. 5 


J3. 1 


U .6 


A. ^ 


3^ .b 


18. A 


6. 1 


47.0 




0.6 


33.6 


29.2 


6.3 


26.2 


12.0 


3.7 


11.8 


15.6 


3.8 


21.0 


16. 5 


6. 8 


32rO 




2 



K:. ) 

12.7 
11- 

7. 1 
l«.7 

n.o 

14,^ 

11.6 

3i.0 
12.0 
7.6 
19.4 

11.7 

11.9 
11.^ 
14. 7 
13. ? 
*J.5 
13.4 
13-9 

n. 7 

20. 7 
11.9 
16.8 
8. B . 

IB. 7 

18.6 
lV.4 

19. 7 



ERIC 




^ AND WOSii AND &K055 

SlAtt AND Kfc&iON RtCeiPTS HcCtlPIS 



5«eR STAieS iCONriNuEO) 



71 kEnIUCri 2^48 

2« I lUISMNA 33, 7 

31 NOtlH CAROllNA 20. i iVA 
. _ ^^^^ 

U.3 



^3 TfeNh6iUE 37,5 
>^ TEXAS 

)^ V UG IN 1 A 1ft. ^ 

^ >6 wPSr V IRO iNlA 3d ,2 



39 ICaHO / 



J7 AHIifNA 31.^ 

COLORAOC e7,9 j^,^ 

1 

*l NBvaCa 2^.9 ^Ilt 

^2 N€m HEMCO 36, / a.o 

^3 OKLAHCWA ^i.i ^3,0 

^T**' 3?, 4 6,0 

^5 WVCXINC 2t,B 3,7 
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72.5 



93.% 

9^.0 
81.3 
98.2 
1 Cb.D 
104«1 
97.7 
67.6 
1 19.7 
8 7.2 
7s.8 
I ii.9 
1 1C.2 



67*2 

20.2 
49.2 
78*2 



77. b 
li, 5 

62.6 

129. 7 
6. 1 

6A. 5 
68.4 

122.0 

168,3 
50.1 

1 66. 2 
96. tt 

8%. 6 

69. 1 
59.1 
90.5 
55.2 
1 C3.0 
1 43 .9 
£2*6 
62.7 
63. T 
t9.6 

158.2 

51.0 

%l . 8 
oh , 1 



i03.4 
71.2 
125.2 

12C. y 

H5.0 

;iH.7 

120. ) 

b /. 6 
ii9.5 
12). I 

55. 7 
6 7.0 
6B. 7 
I 00, 5 
16 7.0 
1 3%. I 
%?». I 
5b. 2 
65.9 
7i). i 
. 0 
1 16. i 

5 7. ^ 

51.5 
VO. 2 
57. / 



TAbLt 16 (CCN1 iNUtOJ 



PfcKCtNTAGt AblLl^y i,TlU2tC 



ObNtRAL SAUS bkltCllVk bALfS 



S T A T A K f R u ) fu 


T AXE ^ 


TAXES 








26 CfrO<»ClA 


106. b 




27 KfcNIuCKr 


92.3 


1C1.8 


28 LOUISIANA 


lH9 * 


S7,ri 




72 m & 


i C9. 1 


^0 N 1 ^ S t ^ IPP I 


I6l k J 


^1 




79.9 


ICV.V 


cnii Tm r Mm ik^a 

* oUU in (.^ULlnlA 


103 • d 


IC9. 1 


33 TENNESStk 






3* TfJtAS 


97.5 


1 1 . 9 


)^ VIRGINIA 


66 • H 


I 33. V 


36 hL$) VIRGINIA 


162.7 


1 il.b 


>CUNTA In ST J Its 


121 .2 


10^.9 


37 AR 1 tCHA 


I6t> . B 


in.i 


)d COICRACG 


127.7 


70. d 


3<) ICAHO 


82.3 




^0 MCNtANA 




89.0 


<■! SeVACA 


i>b.6 


2 6<».9 


*2 NEW X ItO 


17^. 9 


S2.e> 


*3 OKLIHG^'A 


83 . i 


123. b 




I^v^. 1 


67. J 




U7. 7 


<»9.6 


PACIKIC STAIti 


12S.4. 


72. B 


^6 ALASKA 


32. 1 


1 13. 1 


*>7 CAl IFOJMA 




61.1 


^8 HAWAI 1 


197.7 


111,0 






72.9 


^0 wAShINGION 


196. a 


I3C.9 


CISTKICT OF COLJHbU 


93.0 


1SC.<^ 



HI STATES JNLLUOING 
DISTRICT Cf COLUMBIA 



97 .9 



9B.9 



PROPERTY 



TAXES INDIVIDUAL CORPOftATt 



73.7 7^.6 a6. 1 
^6.7 98.3 86-7 
5fl.I 3.. 3 10*. d 
Bt.l r^B.B «>^,0 

*9.4 *)0,2 

51.*? S7-0 89. »^ 

57. C 81.5 97. S 

3. 7 8 7.3 

8!>.9 

70.8 93.6 60.3 
<.7.7 t^.^ ^5.3 

91*0 <,0-5» 57.0 

1^-?-! 56.1 5«*,S 

IC3.3 7fc.l ;>9.7 

ICO. 7 83.1 

I ^e-7 98. 4» 79.0 
S2.2 

^•^-o 241.9 69.6 

*i^-B 53.8 00.7 

ei.8 S5.0 SO. 6 

135.6 «i4.7 12B.8 

1^1-^ 141.7 1U,3 

155.7 

53.3 128. B 56,2 

121.6 1 55.6 97.3 
09.7 

^3.8 134.2 14,3. & 



ICC.O 



B2.3 



91.9 



FOR iTATfl, iEfilONS, AMO THI XiHlHO STAtIS, l«7t 



i'^ATt A^|C HtlilON 



ITATt 



ICCAL 
TA;[ revenue 



TCTAL 
TAI NtVtNue 



STATt TAX »<iYENUF 
AJ> A PfckCtNI PF 

rOTAL Tax 



I CCNNfC ! ICUI 

i MAiNt 

> Miiit SACHL^f rT:^ 

* Nt» HANP^liE 

6 VFR^NI 

►lOOLE aTlANMC ST.XTEi 
y OCLAMAIIfe 

9 NEi» yriAK 

10 PEhNSVLVANlA 
►CHT^ CENTiAL STATES 

11 lLLlf«OlS 

12 INDIANA 

n ion 4 

U KANSAS 

«ICMGAN 
l^ N|N>.CSC1A 

1^ ••issoum 

Irt NeQiASMA 

NCH H CAHOFA 

20 PmIC 

21 SrXiTh CAHOTA 

22 HI SCfNS IN 

SAt« STATES 

23 ALAIAMA 
?^ ARKANSAS 

25 * 



> 6,3^7, 

527, >M 

7*6, 20& 
^5i*2*0 

23^,320 

> 21fll6t7aO 

3,^39,S60 
l0,93-r,i76 
*t2V^, 970 

> 29,307,5>l 

^t77^,360 
1 tA30, 191 

i.O!»l,;;« 
5.520. lai 
2.759. 35* 
1 .764.396 
680, 204 
309.5tf9 
4t2iO,6Q7 
223.60^ 
3.009,233 

> 30.232.439 

I.S91.551 
926. 256 
3 .764,263 



> 5.i71.5CC 
I t37^, -00 

29S. )eo 

3.039.^C0 
344.000 
337. iCC 
1 '6. 200 

> 20.lCl.6CC 

Ml .200 
3.e45t IOC 
12.205. 100 
3i0<iO* 2CC 

> 19.5£0.4C0 

4.535.40C 
1 f 3^5. eOG 
9|«.2CC 
8^3. 3C0 
3 .365.000 
i .25^. 300 
1 .3B9.500 
t53.^C0 
U3,700 
3 . 395. ICO 
2*9.500 

1 .44S.<>00 

% l6.*2i»5CC 

5SS»600 
3C0.900 

2 I 3d7.%OC 



2.V25.t,24 
626* 81* 

6. 3*0. 2JS 
610. 2D6 
79 5 .46 0 
410. 520 

41 .22 0.3BO 

560. 974 
7 . 2fl4 t 960 
23. 219. "76 
10, 155. 170 

4tt . fc6 7. <i31 

10,309, 760 
3,fOO,'«05 
2,346,391 
1 . 09*,*19 
0f 695,901 
4 f CI 3 . fit 
3f 173. 096 
Ip 334, 204 
*73.269 
7.o25. 707 
473, 102 
535, 133 

46, t60, 939 

2. 191 . lt>l 
1 .227, 156 
t>, 13l,6tf3 



53. 2 

53. 0 
63. • 
S2. I 
43- 6 

57. t, 
57. 1 

00. 2 
h7.2 
^7. 1 
62 • 0 

6U. o 

56.0 
6*, O 
60. 9 
55. 5 
62. 1 

60. 7 

5U 0 
65. * 
55.5 
47. 3 

61. \ 

64. 8 

72.6 
75. 

ti. \ 



I 



T*B*.fe 17 tCCNUNufcCj 



TAX RtVfcNOE 



ICCAL 
TAX REVENUE 



TCFAL 
TAX REVENUE 



STATE TAX REVtMJf 
A PfcRCtM 0^ 
lOTAL TAX 



i«E8 STA1E5 aONTINuEO) 

26 GECKGI A 
?7 KENTUCKY 
2B lOulSlAKA 
29 KARTLAl^t 

31 NOfflH CiHOLlNA 

3i? S01> IH CAHOL INA 

13 TENNfcSfcE 

3^ Tf JtAS 

)^ VIKGINIA 

36 NfST Vlf^lNlA 

^CUNTA IN i>Ti Iti 

3T Alll ?CNA 
3ft cot CRAOC 
39 IDAHO 
^0 >4rNIANA 

NEVACA 

NEW HEX ICO 
^3 ORLAHC^^A 

UTAH 

P*CIHC STATES 

'•t ALALIA 

4 7 CAi. IFOPNIA 

'•9 Oi^FGCN 

50 MASHlNGION 

ClSTHiCT 0^ COLU^diA 



2i 183, 7ll> 
1 .8^^, i%b 
it980,^l2 

i ff 106. 467 
i?f 60Bf 437 

I f364»466 

if703, 951 
5,389, 980 
2i367, 505 
998, J34 

» 6,670, ;7l 

1 f 307, 338 
1.212,097 
428, 682 
345,280 
390,599 
761, 076 
1 f 31 5, 468 
617, 599 
291,832 

^ 20,023f460 

563,495 
1^»D17,677 
754,677 
I f 206, 76i 
2f^80,850 



i ,2co, eco 

487,600 

8ee,5cc 
1 1679, eco 

336,200 
1 i037,5C0 

4fc3, 500 
1 f 1 ll|3C0 
4 |026,OCO 
1 .5^3,900 

275, 500 

* 4,2C1,9C0 

8S9,9GC 
I f 167,600 
2CC,5C0 
3C3,000 
2 7T,5iO 
171,400 
626, 800 

3!i ,ecc 

2C3»2C0 

% I4,7t7,700 

1^5^400 
12.347.50C 
1S5,2CC 
971. 5CC 
1 .058. ICO 

> 84.2,000 



3. 44 41,515 

2. 329, 745 
2 . 868. 712 

4. Ce5. 01 7 
I . 442. 68 V 

3. *45,«7 

1, e27,S66 
2,815,251 
9,4)5,S80 
3> S61 , H^f> 
I f 273, 734 

10,872,071 

207,Z38 

2, 379, 897 
62 9, 382 
648» 280 
668, 099 
932.476 

1 . 942. 268 
969.399 
495.032 

34, 791 , i60 

758,895 
27, 365, 177 
S49, »77 

2. 17 8,261 

3, 53ti,^50 

842 f 000 



6 3* *t 
79. I 
69. 0 
58. <t 
76. 7 
71 , 5 
74. 6 
60. 5 
5 7-2 
b9. 8 
78. 4 

6l . S 



59, 



2 
9 

66. 1 
i3. 3 
58. 5 
81 . 6 

67. 7 
63. 7 
59.0 

57.6 

74. 3 
54.9 
79, 4 

55* 4 
70. 1 



All STATES INLIJOING 
OIST^I CT C0LJK8U 



$ 113,689, 909 



» €lf473.eC0 



195, 163. 509 



58. 3 



ERLC 



STATt AND lDLAw TAX k^^CMT »Hl *eitlT>, 
nk CAPllA AHO WIK Ai»0O0 0^ fEASCML UCCMfc. 



STATE AND AfeulON 



AblLl Y 



Cf KRSONAL INCOME 



Ah IL ITr 



^im 1 






'»7 1 .1^1 




S3 *t 


f 


1 «0. 1 7 


1 






A « i 2 








1 IC. 82 


2 


NAt 




f ,9!> 








1 « 9 . 38 


3 


NASSAChvStTI^ 




1 fO90.OA 




SJ6. 5 7 




143.39 




HANPl^HUt 




700. 




lao. 19 




IL^.32 








0(0.76 




606. S6 




US.U 




Vf A*CNT 












ne.4!> 






1 r 1 1 1 




994. 90 


0 


139.1 1 


7 


D6L Al«« 




962.22 




I, 179. W 




117.70 








994. .26 




1 i049.65 




117.22 


9 






lf30B.2B 




969.24 




163.(3 


to 


PF^^$VL VAN? A 




A64.27 




990.34 




116.17 


NC»TN CeKt»*L STAftS 




83t».89 


* 


950. 00 


0 


UC.28 


A 1 


ILL IN-; r 




91 6*99 




i f Oi0.4S 




111.60 


1^ 


1 NO lANA 




70T.2O 




902. 90 




S6.98 


i) 


IHmA 




81 0*9l 




937.24 




iC6*33 


1% 


KANUS 




806*6^ 




994.21 




100.36 


1^ 


HiChlOAN 




94 7.0 2 




1. COO. 92 




1 i'i^Mi 




"•INHESCIA 




1 tOOl .41 




94:>.46 




1 ^.32 


IT 






6*1»07 




B86« 4!> 




S3.4i 


IS 


•«6S»ASKA 




8(2.46 




901.43 




120.52 


1 


NCH IH CADTA 




T2(.90 




079. 67 




1 CB.93 


20 


OHI Q 




709. V3 




939. 




S4.67 


21 


irUTM CMOfA 




68&*66 




000.01 




100.06 




W 1 SCCH5 IN 




969*2^ 




t06. 




1 j5. 34 




STAIE<; 




701, 76 


f 


072.37 


t 


1C(.94 


23 


AL AE A»«A 




%89.S6 




707. G9 




*39. 12 


2^ 


ARK ANSA^ 




SM .37 




7i>9.52 




^6.86 


^> ' . 


FLC»|CA 




7) 3.%8 




906. t i 




ICC. 92 



1 2 3 , c b 

123.45 
U7.by 
12V. 30 
120.(6 
123.13 
128. 12 

125. 

144.43 

123. 75 
12Ulb 

13 3. 12 

12 4.9^ 

124 .0^ 
1^3.83 
125.21 
120. 15 
123. 
126.62 
126. Al 
127.44 

ni.4i 

125. 39 
128.43 
12 3. 80 

131.(9 

13>.23 
l3i.0e> 
128. 2s 



1A6tt ID iCCMlhUEC) 



AKC REGICN 



iaxe:> per capita 

tf FC«T AaU ITY 



TlXtS PtR »l,000 
Cf- PERSCNAl INCOME 



ef FORT 



A8Tl ITt 



5»5B STATES (CONHNUEO) 



2t 

>0 
M 

36 



CtORGI A 

L OL I S M M 
MAR Yt ANC 
MISSISSIPPI 
NORTH CAROL :NA 
iOuTM CAROLINA 
TENhESSfcfc 
TEXAS 
VlRr,lNlA 
MCST VIRGINIA 



FOUNTAIN ST/ies 

3T AR| 2CNA 
)3 COiORAOC 
J<> IDAHO 
*0 . HCN UNA 

NEvaCA 
<»2 NEW MEXICO 

'i) Oklahoma 
otah 
WYGMING 

<^ACIHC STAUS 



^6 



At A SKA 
CAL IFQ^MA. 
HAMAI I 

GREGO^^ 



SO WASHINGTON 
CISTRICT OF LQLUMttiA 



*IL STATES INCLUDING 
•DISTRICT COLUMilA 



677,52 
6tk6*02 
723.33 
986.00 
600,12 
663.75 
626.^*1 
6-,6. I ^ 

?25.53 

769. 

6A^tB0 

» 825. ^>2 

93V. 65 
fi-^l .35 
716.8V 
825.83 

^|012,27 
76 9.3 7 
67^.^0 
7'»l .70 

l»l67.53 

S 1, 16 7.02 

I fBS3.1 1 
lt227.^7 
U05tf .V5 
891.27 
937.72 

* li2*9,26 



89^^.9$ 



1^1 1 .71 
a2ti. 70 
SO^.68 
S93.98 
1:99.6'^ 
802.52 
75B-05 
798.69 
S6d. 26 
V32.06 
875.07 

> 905.0% 

661. 28 
S**. 19 
£22.85 
661.26 

It 162*59 
677,37 
670.68 
607.35 

1 ■ 22^.^6 

S 1»C16»25 

i>3S2.39 
i ■029.58 
9:»0» 86 
9^ 1 . 17 
976. %1 

» If 133. 79 



940.73 



106.33 
106. 5o 
1 16.63 
12^,72 
112. >a 
104.20 
IC5.96 
105.12 
1 CI . 5% 
IC^.96 
112.23 

1J2-02 

136.64 
120.59 
1 1^.77 
126.97 
122.33 
126.11 
103.62 
121.90 
145.30 

1^^.73 

16^.26 

150.04 
13^.61 
123.45 
121.25 

130-76 



121.31 



12 7. 39 
1?2. 59 
145. 67 
12 5,73 
131.01 
127.91 
128.21 
129.03 
135-89 
128.35 
U3.41 

12 3. 77 

130.50 
128. 69 
131.741 
13*1.50 
139.29 
143*81 
133. 61 
132.69 
152. 38 

126. 2» 

135. 27 
125. 85 
120* 67 
130.36 
126. 52 

118. 67 



127.52 



Lt .^uT^P^tl: '•J^^** GINCiU nevEKuCr Cff-CHT AM) AHUIlY, 



o 



ST4Tt Htx^lUN 



fNGlANO SUlfcS % 

HAII^t 
4 New H4l»^SHiHt 

"Hroc iSiANu 

MnWf AKAMtC >TATtS i 
r DELAMAAfc 

10 ^^^^syLvANlA 

K^TM CfMRAl STATtS • 
iZ IKOIADiA 

n iqma 

14 KANSAS 
l^ N|C)-IbAK 

16 N|NN€SCIA 

17 MIS SCO* I 
U l^EHAASKJ 

19 NOAlH CMJTA 

20 OHIO 

21 SnjTH TAKOTA 

2? ntscr^siN 

5»tft STATFS I 

?3 AlACA^A 
24 ARKANSAS 

?5 FicafOA 



SNUNIAA 
GENERAL 
«tVhNUt I 



ASUIIV 

lyutc A! 

A9 AVkRAGb* 
AAf E » 



UNJT It IZED 
A»l ttfr, 
KONTAx KEVEN<P£ 



UNUT JLI 
AblLUr, TAX 

RtVtNUk 



TTTAl KH 
UNUTIl I /to 



2,240,1100 1 


3,046,937 ft 


0H, 137 ft 


-^1 7,034 ft 


?fl*»,10/ 


!»5<>,100 
1^*200 

) b6,i00 
1 9!> f J DO 

iort2oo 


065,752 
216,241 
1 ,449,fl<;3 
1S5,550 
, 040 
<«0,6S2 


J09, t52 
20, 041 

420, e9j 
is, 750 
2S, 548 
-0, 54 7 


333, 60J 
1 h,'jbb 
-932,^27 
156, 44t 
3 J,H51 
-2 5, J 64 


<S43 ,/ti4 
3 ^ f 60 
-^t 1 , f^H 

1 , 19! 

so, 
- 1 ■» , ^ 1 ^ 


•r42b,500 * 


9,716,401 ft 


I, 08V, vol i 


-4,00 3»J^4 ft 




192,500 
1,50J,70C 
4»a69»400 

2r06J, 900 


lt6, ie4 
2|0J7,929 
4,655,059 
2 ,066,430 


-36,31 i> 
534,229 
-213,540 
b05, 530 


12o,94 / 
^05,d 11 
-6,01 7,lbu 
t r48 1 ,367 


^40, J^ ; 

-6,/^0,6y| 


13, 700,000 t 


14,93C,617 ft 


744,617 ft 


6,^>IV,17>1 ft 


/t<^'S3 ,66 7 


2,004,500 
1, 141 ,400 
752 f 2 00 
435f 000 
2,539, 70C 
1,275»60C 
A3Ui400 
494 » 400 
269,400 
2»304#6OC 
103,200 
1,173,000 


3,027,1 Jl 

1,284,970 
71C,033 
573,279 

2f439,89i 
979,804 

1,113,989 
Je2#9ez 
142,4^9 

2f44lt433 
155,037 

1 ,098,790 


942,631 
123, 378 
-41,369 
-61, 720 
-99,608 
-295,991 
283,589 
-I3it617 
-126,930 
250,833 
-28, Lf,2 
-74,209 


1 ,141,076 
1 ,052,106 
36 3, d 06 
346,U!)7 
30 7,7 76 
-224,265 
1 ,134,262 
7 6,6^: 
9 7,647 
2,474,611 
134,l0f> 
- 306,830 


;.O0 3, 70/ 
1 ,1 7S ,<*>,4 
3? 4, 
?<14 ,33 J 
2'}7,96r 
-S2f),2^»7 

lt<»l7,tt;»i 

-56,9/6 
-20,28? 
2,731 ,444 
105, V42 
-461 # J4 ) 


15,635, 70C % 


14 ,443,433 ft 


-1,192,266 ft 


I 1 .34 J,d94 ft 


10,l5!,c3? 


991 f3CC 
416t lOO 


724,897 
415,423 


-2 26,402 
-676 
-223, C16 


^54,121 

•♦3 3,1 5** 

1,659,714 


■^27,719 


2,215,300 


1 9992,283 


432,481 
1 , #3^, ti ♦/ 



SPes SIAUS ICOSIINUfcOl 

26 2E0II^M 
^l KfNIUCKV 
as LOUISIAM 

30 MISSISSll'PI 
It TiOnm (MOtlNA 
3? SOtlH CAAOLIM 
1» TENKISSU 
9« TMA$ 
15 VIHGIMIA 
36 MEST VIRGINIA 

ITUf^TAI^ ST#lkS 

17 ARI 2Cf«A 

It CCaC(IAOC 

3<9 IDAHO 

«0 MOIVTA^A 

41 NCVACA 

42 KEW *4E>IC0 

43 CKLAHCP«A 

44 UfAH 

45 nVCI«lNG 

FACtFIC STATe:i 

46 ALASKA 

47 CAL I^O^MA 
4(1 HAHail 

49 0«£CW 

50 mASHINCTON 

CISTPfCI nf OjIUHBU 



HL STATES INtLJUING 
.>IST»ICT Cf C0LU«4t)IA 



(NONTAX 
OENEhAL 



1.294,300 
612,200 

li l5t>,6U0 
597il00 
965#700 
6!»!>,90C 
93V, 900 
3,177,200 
1» 106, 160 
j4>|40C 

ft 3>709,10C ft 

534,^00 
Sd7,500 
217^000 
216,500 
235, 60C 
445, 100 
725,600 
339,000 
188,300 

ft 8,610,600 ft 

432,200 
5,88^,900 
245 ,900 
b2»,600 
1 ,2?7,000 

* 13tf,^00 ft 



ft 52,752#90C ft 



ABILITY 
(Tltir. AT 
AT AV&KAGE 

dAiet 



NET 
UNUl lLUe;C 
ABILITY, 
NONTAX REVENUE 



NET 
UNol iLl/fcD 
Ablil lY, TAX 
VbNU^ 



VriAL K'bl 
i:^UTUlZtO 
ArtUITT, TAX 
/ Na NCKTAX 



1 :0(2,2«1 
716,913 
806,556 

1 ,C7*,,033 
420,973 

1,147,379 
565,721 
876,221 

3,O40,7?9 

1 ,225.if81 
372, 155 

2,921,765 S 



521 
647 
179 
164 

ns 

24? 
614 

260 

in 



,289 
fl4l 
fe27 
825 
C8I 
,4(6 
654 
,743 
,719 



7,882,589 ft 

135,050 
5,98C,498 
' 31 ,363 
7B,6CC 
957,059 

211,159 ft 







6fi2,2 16 




45^?, 176 


, « 1 J 




56 "i, 0 31 




60 3 ,74 


K Ha. 1 
J* O , 




7 1 V , 2 42 




393 1 19 7 


' 0£ , 966 




33,0 32 




-49,534 


-176, 126 




239,^<,H 




63,1^0 


181,679 




829,713 




1,011,392 


-90, 178 




38^,0 24 




2 9 3 , 84 5 


*6l ,67l» 




<^4,>v9 




602, 


-1 )6f 460 




3, U^5,0V'. 




3,04ft,»w + 


119,781 








956,^.i^ll 


26, 755 




353,c»9b 




3«0,15:> 


-787, 334 


ft 


1^047, 2ST 


ft 


2^V,96l 


'13,210 




-132,70* 




-145,915 


-160, 358 




159,7 73 




-584 


-37, 172 




93,0 64 




55,911 


-51 ,674 




27,309 




-73,865 


-56,518 




9.^.6 IJ 




v6,394 


-202,^33 




130,901 




-n,732 


-110,945 




56>,d 70 




454,924 


-78, 236 




85, b 10 




7,574 


-76, 580 




^4,1 39 




-52,440 


-7J4,C10 


ft 


-4,-35,023 


ft 


-5,169,034 


--^97, 149 




-201,790 




-498,94 0 


97,598 




-4,^1 l,80d 




-4,114 ,210 


-14, 516 




-96,954 




-111 ,471 


-249,999 




121,950 




-l?i^,049 


-269,940 




153,581 




-116,360 


/2,959 


ft 


-7f,824 


ft 


-4,866 



52,752,9CC ft 



0 ft 



9,977,337 ft 



9,077,317 
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DETAILED ANAl.YSTS 0? TAX PERFORMANCE 

A Natio nal Overview ^ 1967 to 1978 
In the eleven-year span from fiscal 1967 to fiscal 1978, state and 
local taxes Increased 218.0 percent, from ^61,5 billion to $195.7 billion. 
In the sa«e (calendar) period, personal incoroe increased by 175.6 percent. 
State and local taxes are relatively unresponsive to economic growth 
(Inelastic In economic terms); however, several new tax Impositions and 
nuMroua rate and base increases resulted in tax growth in excess of 
personal Income growth. Ugislatlon in tU income taxes and the general 
and selective sales taxes were the favorites for Increased emphasis over 
the period. The income taxes, because of their higher responsiveness to 
economic growth, showed the greatest growth (473.2 percent for the indi- 
vidual income taxes and 385.2 percent for the corporation income taxes), 
with general sales taxes not far behind (310.5 percent). The collections 
and growth rates are presented in Table D. Selective sales and license 
taxes have very moderate growth despite some legislative increases because 
they are largely volume taxes for which price Increases do not influence 
tax liability. 

In the late 1960s and early i970s legislative tax increases were 
numerous. Legislation was dominated by higher rates and generally stable 
or expanding bases. However, credits and exemptions for pollution abate- 
ment equipment and low income taxpayers became increasingly popular in the 
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TABLE D 



STATE AND LOCAL TAX COLLECTION? 
SELECTED YEARS, 1967 - 1978 
BY MAJOR TAX SOURCE AND TOTAL 
(In Millions) 





General Sales 


v>C4,~V Live 




Incowe 


Ta X 




Motor 






Sales and 


General 






Motor 


Vehicle 




Year 


and Gross 




Prope r t y 






Fuels 


liicense 


Total 


Receipts Taxes 


^ JT^xtiS 


Taxes 


Indi vi dua 1 


Corporation 


Taxes 


Taxes 


Taxes 


1967 


$10, 104 


$ 5,341 


$26, 186 


$ 5,775 


$2,227 


$4,856 


$2,299 


$ 61 ,532 


1970* 


16,078 


6,366 


34,083 


10,795 


3»756 


6,3i8 


2,904 


88,351 


1972 


20,292 


10,971 


42,132 


15,234 


4,401 


7 ,272 


3,334 


110,392 


1974 


26,314 


12,638 


47,759 


19,465 


6,040 


8,278 


3,755 


132,500 


1976 


32,044 


14,664 


57,002 


24,490 


7,328 


8,728 


4,366 


158,426 


197/ 


36,313 


15 ,982 


62,534 


29,200 


9,230 


9 ,163 


4,597 


177,492 


1 7 / O 


A 1 /TO 

^1 , 4/3 


17 ,365 


66,420 


33,103 


10,606 


9,598 


4,805 


195,164 


Percentage Growth 


















1967 - 1978 


310.5 


225. I 


153.6 


473.2 


385 . 2. 


97.7 


109.0 


217.2 


1974 - 1976 


21.8 


16.0 


19.4 


25.8 


21.3 


5.4 


16.3 


19.5 


1976 - 1977 


13.3 


9.0 


9.7 


19.2 


26.0 


5.0 


5.3 


12.0 


1977 - 1978 


14.2 


1 8,6 

I 


6.2 


13.4 


17. 1 


4.7 


4.5 


10.0 



* The Dittrict of 
Mlei and gross 
••let and frost 

SOURCE: Kenneth E. 
q'-' this report. 



Colufflbia statistics on t;ax collections are included from 1970. Prior to 1970 nonallocable selective 
receipts* taxes were entered as "other and unallocable taxes*'; in 1970 and after, as "other selective 
receipts taxes*" 1 

! 

Quindry and Niles C. Schoening, St ate and Local Tax Abilit y and Effort, 1977 , Table D and Tables 1-U 

Loo 
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property and salei; taxes. Troperty tax growth, though substnnt itil 
(153v6 percent), was less than growth in personal income. 

Fiscal year 1978 began to si>c a turn in collections as n result of 
the recent tax and spendirig limitations. Taxes continued to grow but at 
a rate substantially lt:ss th^n personal income. In an effort to reduce 
the impact of inflation, several states Indexed eleraenta of the Income 
taxes or took other steps to reduce these taxes, ^^otor fuel shortages, 
conservation measures, and higher fuel prices reduced growth rates of 
motor vehicle-related taxes. General sales and corporation income taxes 
seemed relatively unaffected by these avents. From 1977 to 1978, taxes 

Increased by 10.0 percent and personal income by 11,9 percent. However, * 
when taxes are adjusted for inflation, several states show a decline In 
collections. In real terms, these states will be able to provide fewer 
public services unless economies can be Introduced.* 

While personal income was increasing by 175.6 percent from 1967 to 
1978, the state and local ability to collect taxes based on average effort 
increased by 210,1 percent (Table E) . Unutilized ability Increased 15.9 
percent froa 1977 to 1978. Despite the intensive and extensive legislative 
activity^ the unutilized ability as well as collections Increased annually 
from 1967 to 1978. The changes noted above have resulted in a state-local 
tax system that demonstrated slover growth and less natural elasticity to 
economic growth. As state-local tax systems approach uniformity, tax 
ability should grow slower than collections. However, from 1977 to 1978 
unutilized ability increased substantl lly, due primarily to legislated 



9A 

10 1 



TABLE E 



STATE AND LOCAL TAX ABILITY 
SELECTED ^ARS, 1967 - 1978 
BY MAJOR TAX SOURCE AND TOTAL 
(In Millions) 



Percentage Growth 
1967 - 1978 
1974 - 1976 

1976 - 1977 

1977 - 1978 



298.4 
2K8 
13.3 
U.3 



234.2 
16,2 
8.7 
8.6 



'^i..''t"!';f'th?:';'p^,;°'' gl*" local WAbHit, M,.r.. .,7« . Table E; .„a 

i.02 




Year 


General Sales 
and Grosa 
Receipts Taxes 


or i, u 1 ve 
Sales and 

Taxes 


General 
Propei - y 
Taxes 


Income 
Individual 


Taxes 

Corporation 


Motor 
Fi^els 
Taxes 

§4,869 


Motor 
Vehicle 
License 

Taxes 

$2,304 


Tot Hi 
Ability 

$ 66,157 


1967 


$10,653 


$ 5,254 


$26,326 


$ 8,354 


$ 3,140 


1970 , 


16,391 


8,880 


34,082 


13,208 


4,467 


6,318 


2,904 


91,903 


1972 


20,696 


11,111 


42,132 


18,620 


4,762 


7,272 


3,334 


114,788 


1974 


26,854 


12,789 


47,759 


23,004 


6,510 


8,278 


3,755 


.137,620 


1976 


32,710 


14,867 


57,002 


30,203 


7,953 


8,728 


4,366 


166,133 


1977 


37,066 


16,163 


62,535 


35,383 


10,032 


9 J63 


4,597 


186,101 


1979 


42,352 


17,560 


66,^20 


40,208 


11,762 


9,598 


4,805 


205,141 



152 


.3 


381 


.3 


274.4 


97 


. 1 


108 


.6 


210.1 


19 


.4 


31 


.3 


22,2 


5. 


,4 


16 


.3 


20.7 




.7 


17, 


.2 


26.1 


5a 


0 


5. 


,3 


12.0 


6. 


2 


13. 


.6 


17.2 


4, 


7 


4. 


5 


10.2 



efforts to tfeduce the growth in taxes. These developme^n\ .war the last 
decade, and even longer, have resulted In ?, relative decll.^o in property 
taxe« and a relative increase in income and genernl snJu.s taxof^. Ordinarily 
this %K>uld nean greater ta>^''rcsporr5lveness to economic growth and decreased 
regressiveness of sta^Te and local taxes, but this trc:>v} inny be partially 
muted by extet-islve indexinj; of major income taxes. 

povelopments from 1977 to 1978 

As noted in Tables D and E, state and local tax ccllections Increased 
at a slightly slower pace than ability as measured in this report (or than 
personal income). This resulted in a lover effort as related to personal 
income even though dollars of collections increased (Table F) from 1977 to 
1978. tax collections as a percent of personal income decreased in three 
regions (New England, Middle Atlantic, and North Central). They were down 
mildly in the SREB and fountain regions, hut by less than one-tenth of a per- 
cent. Only in the Pacific region did tax effort increase in relation to 
personal incooie. As a consequence of these complex changes in personal 
income and collections ratios, dollars of overutilized ability decreased 
In the New England and Middl Atlantic regions and underutilizatlon Increased 
in the ^k>rth Central and SREB regions, Overutllizatlon increased in the 
Pacific region and little change is noted in the Mountain region. 

For the 50 states and the District of Columbia, state and local tax 
collections increased by 10,0 percent (Table D) , ability by 10.2 percent 
(Table K) , unutilized ability by 15.9 percent (Table F) , and personal 




TABLE F 

TAX EFFORT AND NET UNUTILIZED ABILITY, 
BY REGION, 1977 AND 1978, 
WITH PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(Amounts in Millions) 



Tax Effort 



Unutilized Ability 



Region 


1977 


1978 


Percentage 

Change 


1977 


1978 


Percentage 
Change 


New England States 


$ 10,956 


$ 11,909 


8.7 


$ -423 


$ -417 


-1.4 


Hiddle Atlantic States 


38,874 


41,220 


6.0 


-4,363 


-4,003 


•8.3 


North Central Statea 


44,923 


48,868 


8.8 


5,035 


6,519 


29.5 


SREB States 


41 ,733 


46,661 


11.8 


10,566 


11,344 


7.4 


Mountain States 


9,615 


10,872 


13.1 


ltC72 


1,047 


-2.3 


Pacific States 


30,623 


34,791 


13.6 


-3,245 


-4,435 


36,7 


District of Coluaibia 


767 


842 


9.8 


-32 


-78 


143.8 


TOTAL 


$177,492 


$195,163 


10,0 


$8,609 


$9,977 


15.9 



SOURCE: Kenneth E, Quindry and Niles C. Schoening, Sf te and Local Tax Ability and Effort, 1977 
Table 16; and Table 16 of this report, in this table and in Tables G through K, a minus sl^T 
Indicates overutllizatlon of ability. Thus a percentage increase in connection with a negative 
overutilization naana graatar ovarutilization, while a parcantaga dacraaaa with nagativa over- 
utilisation aeans laaa ovarutilization. No aign (positive) indicates undarutiliration of ability. 
Thua a percentage increase in connection with a positive sign maana undarutilization has incraasad 
while a percentage decrease isaana that \indarutilisation has decreaaed. 
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incoae by 11.4 percenc. Taxes as a percentage of pt^rsoiinl ircome dccreaser 
froii 12,3 percent to 12.1 percent from 1977 to 1978. 

- Regloniil patterns change slowly, but the 1977 to 1978 developments are 
coniiBtent with loiig-ru.. trends, the tax base is slowly shifting from the 
E-ist Coast and the Hit v. M to the South, Southwej-t and West. Tables G 
through K present data on regional /arlations in collections and under- 
utlllration for five major sources in 1977 and 1978. 

Geiieral Sales a nd Cr oss Receipts Taxes ( Table ^) 

Taxes increased by 14,2 percent and net underutilization by 16.6 per- 
cent, indicacing a lessening of tax effort nationwide. Overutilik-ation 
increased in three areas (SREB. Mountain, and Pacific) and underutilization 
in three (New Fjigland, Middle Atlantic^ and North Central). The West and 
South continued to overutilize this source and the East and Midwest to 
underiitlllte it. The general tendency was for taxes as a percent of per- 
sonal inco«c to increase in regions where taxes increase at a faster pace 
than personal Income (Middle Atlantic, SREB, Mountain, and Pacific regions) 
and decrease in regions vhere the personal income Increase is greater (New 
England and ^k>rth Central regions). 

Selective Sales and Gross Receipts (Table H) 

Tax collections increased by 8.6 percent from 1977 to 1978, a little 
less than three-^fourt hs as fast as personal Income. Ability also li^vireascd , 
but not all the extra ability was utilized. Underutilization Increased, 
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TABLE G 

STATE AKD LOCAL GENERAL SALES TAXES, COLLECTIONS AND UNUTILIZED ABILITIES 
BY REGION, 197 7 AND 1978. WITH PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(Amc.nts in Millions) 





Tax Collections 







Unutilized 


Ability 


Region 


1977 


1978 


ret K-cn^ag' 
Change 


1977 


1978 


Percentage 
Change 


New Rngland States 


$ 1,369 


$ U525 


y , L 


$ 796 


$ 921 


15,7 


Middle Atlantic States 


6,356 


7,063 


11.1 


645 


737 


14,3 


NoL'th Ctntral States 


8,891 


9,965 


12.1 


1,237 


1,701 


37.5 


SREB States 


10,266 


11 ,985 


16.7 


-182 


-390 


114.3 


Mountain States 


2,388 


2,842 


19,0 


-368 


-496 


34.8 


Pacific States 


6,901 


7,935 


15.0 


-1,384 


-1,606 


16.0 


District of Coluaibia 


141 


158 


12.1 


10 


12 


20.0 


TOTAL 


$36,313 


$41 ,473 


14.2 


$ 754 


$ 879 


16.6 


SOURCE: Kenneth E, Qiiindry 
Table 1; and Table 1 of 


and Niles C. 
thic report. 


Schoening , 


State and Local 


Tax Ability and Effort. 1977. 
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TABLK H 

STATE AND LOCAL SELECTIVE SALES TAXES» COLLECTIONS AND UNUTILIZED ABILITY 
BY REGION, 1977 AND 1978, WITH PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(Amounts in Millionp) 



Jax Coll get ion s 



Rf j^i on 




J978_ 


Percentage 
Change 


_J977^ 


19^78 


Percentcjg 
Change* 


New Englah(< States 


$ 1,090 


$ 1,091 


0, 1 


$ -106 


$ -77 


-27.^ 


Kiiidlr At Untie' States 


3,097 


3,201 


3.4 


-44 


34 




North Central States 


3,480 


3,749 


7.8 


936 


1,087 


16 J 


SKER States 


S,640 


6,277 


11.3 


-1,242 


-1,469 


18.3 


Mountain States 


905 


1 ,001 


10.6 


-24 


-28 


16.7 


Pan t ic States 


1,715 


1 ,911 


11,4 


691 


713 


3,2 


District of Columbia 


88 


134 


S3. 4 


-30 


-64 


113.3 


TOTAL 


$15,982 


$17,364 


8.6 


$ 180 


$ 196 


8.9 



^^^f.lL !l'""nHVK,^"i"'*7 Stat.^ and Local Tax Ability an d Effort. 1977 . 
laMe H; and Table 2 of this report. " 
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lndic*clng lets tax effort In the area of selective sales taxes. In five 
regions unutilized ability Increased or overutlllzatlon decreased. In the 
Middle Atlantic region, collections shifted from over- to underutlUzatlon. 
Indicating a significant decrease In tax effort. 

-^QJflgljraxes ( Table I) 



\ 



The trend toward leaser effort In the property taxes continued In 
1978. Collections increased only 6.2 percent, just ove^ half as fast as 
.personal income. Overutlllzatlon Increased on the East and West Coasts 
while underutillzatlon Increased in the North Central, SREB, and htountaln 
regions. 

In this and other cases in which all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia employ a tax. 'it should be clear that ability is exactly equal 
to effort because ability i3 slnply an average of ability. 

Pour other things need to be remembered in relation to property tax 
growth. Not only Is It a relatively slow-growing tax because of often 
weak administration, but also It Is being increasingly limited by tax 
exemptions, especially for personal property taxes. Several states have 
adopted, oi will soon, limits on the level and growth of property taxes. 
Effort Is increasingly limited by state property tax rebates and credits 
granted to aged, disabled, and other low-income individuals. Gross 
property tax collections are often reported, but the net effect Is reduced 
through the credits and rebates that are registered in state budgets as an 
expenditure. Finally, tax favors for Industry are becoming more popular 
In several states. 
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STATE AND LOCAL PROPERTY TA»:S , COLLECTIONS AND UNUTILIZED ABILITY 
BY REGION. 1977 AND 1978, WITH>ERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(Amount)* in Millions) 





Tax Collections 







Unutilized Abil 




Region 


\9r7_ 


1978 


Pe rren tao^ 
Change 


1977 


1978 


Percentage." 
Change 


Ni^w ^'-i ly 1 '« rti^ Qt* 


$ 5,171 


$ 5,534 


7.0 


$•1,519 


$-1 ,697 


11.7 


Middle AthitUiC States 


13,913 


14,560 


4.7 


-2,102 


-2,326 


10.7 


North Central States 


16.410 


17,094 


4.2 


677 


1,202 


77.5 


SREB States 


11,290 


12,230 


8.3 


5,723 


5,956 


A.l 


Mountain State;; 


3,101 


3,349 


8.0 


307 


330 


7.5 


P^ici t ic States 


12,484 


13,459 


7.8 


-3. 177 


-3,534 


11.2 


District ot Columbia 


166 


196 


18.1 


90 


70 


-22.2 


TOTAL 


$62,535 


$66,420 


6.2 








SOURCE; Kenneth E. Quindry 
Table 1 ; and Table 4 of 


and Nil^s C 


. Schoening, 


State and Local 


Tax Ability and Effort. 


1977,. 


this report 
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Individual Inc on e Taxe s (T ^ble J) 

In spite o; the early effects of indexing of incone tax deductions and 
er^eaptions, other downward adjustaents in deductions and exen^tlons, and 
llwi.ced tax Increasei*, collect ions grew in excess of personal Income. 
The high rate of Inflation was largely responslbxo. Collections increased 
by 13.4 percent and ability by 13.6 percent* Underutilization Increased 
by 14.9 percent, by $922 million. 

In two^c^Tf six geographic areas, underuf ilizatlon declined (New England 
and Pacific) and in three it increased (North Central, SREB, and Mountain). 
In the remaining area (Middle Atlantic) overutlllzation declined- Thus, 
In five areas the apparent tax effort declined. Underutilization remained 
highly significant in the SREB and the ^^orth Central regions while over- 
utilization was extensive in the Middle Atlantic region. 

Corporation Inco me Taxes (Table K) 

As with the individual income taxes, corporation Incone taxes grew 
significantly more than perspnal income from 1977 to 1978 (by 17*1 percent). 
Ability increased only a little more, resulting in a slightly lower tax 
effort and a mild growth in underutilization- In five areas overut ilization 
was reduced or underutilization was Increased. In one (Pacific), over- 
utilization increased; underutilization continued to. be significant in the 
SREB region while overutilization was still significant in the East and 
West Coast areas. 
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TABLE J 



STATE AND LOCAL INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAXES, COLLECTIONS AND UNUTILIZED ABILITY 
BY REGION. 1977 AND 1978, WITH PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(A«K)unt« in Millions) 



Tax Collections 



UnuLjlJz£d Ab i lity 






1977 


1978 


Percentage 

Change 


1977 


1978^ 


Percentage 
Change 


New England States 


$ 1,307 


$ 1,799 


19.4 


$ 559 


$ 523 


-6,4 


Middle Atlantic States 


8,686 


9,035 


4.0 


-2,003 


-1 ,630 


-18.6 


North Central States 


8,219 


9,394 


14.3 


1,450 


1 ,681 


15.9 


SKEB States 


4,83S 


5,619 


16,2 


4,791 


5,390 


12.5 


Mountain States 


1,156 


1,347 


16,5 


77i 


880 


13.8 


Pacitic States 


4,596 


5,692 


23.8 


670 


316 


•52.8 


District of Columbia 


2o; 


216 




•56 


•55 


-1.8 


TOTAL 


$29,200 ; 


$33,103 


13.4 


$ 6,183 


$ 7,105 


14.9 


SOUKCE; Kenneth E. Quindry 
Table J; and Table 5 of 


and Niles (J. 
this report^ 


Schoening, State and Local Tax Ahili^ty and._E£iort 


,19X7, 




i 
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TABLE K 



STATE AND LOCAL CORPORATION INCOME TAXES, COLLECTIONS AND UNUTILIZED ABILITY 
BY REGION, 1977 AND 1978, WITH PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
(Aaounts in Hillioni) 



Region 


J ax ' 


uoiiections 


Percentage 
Ch«nf(e 




Unutilized 


Ability 


1977 


1978 


1977 


1978 


Change 


Nev Entl^nd States 


$ 724 


$ 753 


4.0 


$ -139 


$ -74 


-46.8 


Middle Atlantic States 


2,323 


2,572 


10.7 


-428 


-405 


-5.4 


North Central States 


2,472 


2,936 


18.8 


269 


303 


12.6 


SR£fi States 


1,545 


1 ,841 


19.2 


1,184 


1,379 


16.5 


Mountain States 


313 


371 


18.5 


233 


280 


20.2 


Pacific States 


1.796 


2,264 


26.1 


-303 


-507 


67.3 


Diatrict of Columbia 


56 


68 


21. 


-15 


-20 


33.3 


TOTAL 


$9,230 


$10,806 


17.1 


$ 102 


$ 956 


19.2 



SOURCE: Kenneth E. Quindry .nd Nile. C. Schoening, State «nd Local Tax Ability .nd Effort 1977 
Table J; and Table 5 of thia report. \ ' ' — ' ' 
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THE PURCHASING PWER OF STATE AND LOCAL TAX KFFORT 
AND AiaLITY, 1970 TO 1978 

State and local tax collections Increased by 121. A percent in current 
dollars from 1970 to 1978 and by 26.2 percent in dollars of 1972 value.* 
When further adjusted for populi^tion growth, real growth (per capita) was 
only 18.9 percent or about three percent per year. Wliilo this growth was 
relatively nodest, it may represent some improvement in the quality and 
quantity of state and local public services . Because of the negative real 
growth in the 1974 to 1975 period, real tax collections declined, even 
though current dollar collections increased by 7.9 percent. Real growth 
was a little below average in 1978 and will possibly fall farther in 1979 
and 1980 as a result of the expected leveling and possible decline in real 
pconomic growth. Current and constant dollar collections and the deflators 
are presented in Table L. 

Growth in effort and ability were roughly parallel in the period 1970 
to 1978; however, ability declined by only a minimal amount in the 1974-75 
period. Throughout the period ability has consistently been near four per- 
cent greater t-han trollections (effort). Data in Table M reflect the 
growth in current and constant dollar abilities. Unutilized ability data 
are presented in Table N. The unutilized amount grew steadily throughout 



Current dollar collections deflated by the use of the state-local price 
deflator* ^provided by the V.S, Departtnent of Coimnerce- These deflators 
(1972 - 100) represent the increases in orices states and local govern- 
ments must pay for goods and services they purchase. 
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TABLE L 



TOTAL STATE AMD LOCAL TAX COLLECTIONS 
CURREJfT ANr CONSTANT (1972) DOLLARS 
SELEC1ZD YEARS, 1970-1978 
(In Thousands) 



Ycsr 




Constant 


Deflator 


1970 


$ 88,351 ,072 


$100,857,388 


87.6 


1972 


110,392,160 


110,392,160 


100.0 


1974 


132,500,368 


116,126,528 


114.1 


1975 


143,009,333 




124.6 


1976 


158,425,71/i^ 


118,316,441 


133.9 


1977 


177,491 ,987 


123,601 ,662 


143.6 


1978 


195,163,509 


;26,976,909 


153.7 


SOURCE : 
r<?port 


Quindry and Schoening, op. cit. 
Deflator fro« the Survey of 


, Table I and Table 

Current Businest^. 


22 of this 
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TABLE M 



vSTATE AND LOCAL TAX ABILITY 
CURRENT AND CONSTANT (1972) DOLLARS 
SELECTED YEARS, 1970-1978 
(In Thousands) 



Year 


Current 


Constant 


Detlator 


1970 


$ 91 ,902,944 


$104,912,037 


87.6 


1972 


114,788,480 


114,788,480 


1 00 . 0 


1974 


i:^7, 619,712 


120,613,245 


114. 1 


1975 


149,976,957 


120,366,739 


124,6 


1976 


166,132,835 


124,072,319 


133-9 


1977 


186, 101 ,218 


129,596,948 


143.6 


1978 


205, 140,846 


133,468,319 


153.7 



KCL: Qumdry and Schoening, op, cit ., Table J and Tabls 16 of this 
report. Deflator from the Sii£veY_o^jC^^ B usin ess. 
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TABLE N 

StATE AND LOCAL UNUT11I2ED ABILITY TAX COLLECTIONS 
CURRENT AND CONSTANT (1972) DOLLARS 








SELECTED YEARS, 1970- 
(In Thousands) 

— _ 


1978 




Year 




Current 


Deflated 


Deflator 


1970 




$ 3,S51,872 


$ 4,054,648 


87.6 


1972 




4,396,160 


4,396,160 


100.0 


1974 




5,119,344 


4,486,717 


114.1 


1975 




6,967,624 


5,591,994 


124.6 


1976 




7,707,121 


5,755,878 


133.9 


1977 




8,609,231 


5,995,286 


143,6 


1978 




9,977,337 


6,491,436 


153.7 



SOURCE: Qiiindry and Schoening, op. cit . . Table K and Table 16 of this 
report. Deflator from SaryeY_ojf CarriM^ 
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the p«?riod In both curjiMit cind constant ciollnrs^ tho constant dollars by 
8-3 percent from 1977 to 1978 in spite of the high rate of inflation. 

ABILITY AND KFFORT , 1978 

General Sale.^ an d Use Taxes (Table 1) 
Effort to collect general sales taxes continued to climb in 1978 with 
reftircnce to personal income. The rate for $1,000 of personal Income 
increased from $24.83 in 1975 to $26.01 in 19:8. The rat- for 1977 was 
$21?, 56. This lai»c Jn.crii4..s.e came .de^pi te only a few legislative increases 
and. several actions designed to reduce sales tax burdens. Productivity 
increased primarily be\:ause installment credit increased substantially and 
personal savings were low» These conditions continued tlv^'^^yji calendar 
1 979, but will prob.sMy come to an end in early 1980. A reversal of these 
factors will result in slow sales tax growth In fiscal 1979 and possibly 1980. 
General sales taxes of $A1.5 billion represented the second largest 
-■tj<-)t<?-^4ocaX.- tax--sourxie,...acco.unt-iag- JjDX 2i...l percent of collections.. About 
28.9 percent of the collections were in the SREB region where sales taxes 
accounted for 25.7 percent of collections. 

Sales taxes continued to be ovcrutilized in three geographic regions, 
most notably in the Pacific states (CaliFornia and Washington, especially), 
the Mountain states (six of nine states), and the SRKH states (seven of the 
lA states, especially Tennessee, Louisiana, and Mississippi). Major ovur- 
utillzing states were Arizona, Hawaii, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico^ 
Tennessee, and Utah, each utilizing ability in excess of 130 percent. 
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Low effort was registered In ^iow«, MassAchusetts, New Jersey, Vensont , 
and Virginia^ each utilizing two-thirds or leas of their computed ability. 

Productivity is influenced by both the level of the rate and the extent 
of the, base. Rates ranged frois a low of two percent in Oklahoma to seven 
percent in Connecticut, The most cownon state rate was three or fowv per- 
cent (31 sti,.tes). At least 13 states had higher rates (Tabic 0). Many of 
the high-rate states reduced productivity by exempting food and medicines 
or by extending I..»wer rates to major taxable sales (autos, agricultural or 
man\if3ct.uring machinery). On the other hand, 28 states reported local tax 
collections in one or more local jurisdictions. Alaska has only local taxes, 
and the District of Columbia tax is local. Local collections accounted for 
15 percent of total collections in 1978. Significant collections were in 
California, Colorado, Illinois, New York, Tennessee, and Texas. Over ^0 
percent of the New York collections were local, while in the other five 
states, collections were 17 percent to 20 percent of total collections. 

In 1^78, four states (Delaware. Montana, New Has4>shire, and Oregon) 
still did not employ a state tax (Alaska has only a local tax). Ability 
was 2.1 percent greater the; effort, resulting in a net underutllization 
for the nation of $879 million. 



Included in this category of taxes are those on alcoholic beverages, 
tobacco products, insurance (gross receipts), public utility (gross receipts), 
and a catchall category of other selective sales taxes. Growth in ttose 



Selective Sales Taxes (Table 2) 
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TARU: 0 



STATK Gf.NKRAL SA3XS TAX RATKS AS OF JAMiAR\ ! )<)78 
AND F.,\T:M?T!o,SS of food AND MF.D1C!K£.S AS OF JULY*]. 197*) 





Tiijt Rnte 






State 






di ci ne 


Alabama"^ 


u no 




X* 


Arizona^ 


4 . Uv/ 






Arloiisas^ 


3.00 





X 
X 


Lai 1 f ornia** 


4.75 


X 


X 


Col orado"^ 


3 00 




X 


Connec ». icut 


7 no 


V 
A 


X 


District of Columbia 


5 00 


V 
A 


X 


Florida'^ 


4.00 


X 


X 




i.aa . 






Havai 1 


A no 






Idaho 


3 00 




X 


1 1 1 1 noi s 


^. 00^ 

^ » VA/ 






1 nil I a '"^ 


4.00 


X 


X 


Iowa 


3,00 


X 


X 


Kansas'' 


3,00 




X 


Kentucky^ 




. ^ 

A 


X 


Louisiana 


3 ,00 


V 
A 


• X ' 


Maine 


5.00 


X 


X 


Ma ryland 


5.00 


X 


X 


Hassachusetts 


5 . 00 


V 
A 


X 


flicbif an 


4.00 


Y 
A 


X 


Minnetota^ 


4 .do 


V 
A 


V 
A 


Mississippi 


5.00 




X 


Missouri^ 


3. 13 






Nebraska^ 


3.00 




X 


Nevada^ 


3>00 


X^ 


X 


New Jersey 


5.00 


X 


X 


New Mexico^ 


3.75 






New York^ 


4.00 


X 


X 


North Carolina^ 


3.00 




X 


North Dakota 


3.00 


X 


X 


Ohio^ 


4.00 


X 


X 


Oklahoma^ 


2,00 






Pennsyl v^^nia^ 


6>00 


X 


X 


Rhode Island 


6,00 


X 


X 



Hi; 
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TABLE 0 

(Contintied) 



State 



South Carolina 
South Dakota^ 
Tennestiee^ 
Texas ^ 
Utah^ 

Venaont 
Virginia^ 
Washington^ 
West Virginia^ 
Wisconsin^ 



Wyoming^ 



Tax Rate 

(perc ent ) 

4.00 

4.50 
4.00 
4.00 

3.00 
3.00 
4.50 
3.00 
4,00 

3.00^ 



Food' 



Medicine^ 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



K >ood ex«ptions usually apply to "food for human consumption off 
^?t.rT"'/''" Restaurant oieals are taxable in all states, 

although meals costing less th^.n a specified amount are exempt in some 

2. The exception is usually applicable to medicine sold on prescript 
tion or compounded by druggists, and often to medical and dental aids 
and devices.. Some states exempt patent medicines and household remedies. 

3. Local tax rates are additional. 

4. Limited to prescription medicine for persons 65 or older. 

5. Limited to per-.ons 50 or older and totally and periTi3.neiitly disabled. 
6 Persons 65 or older and disabled persons are allowed a credit for 
sJg if'^^H^'?' ^i"'^^'' individual taxpayers the credit ranges from 

A A IV^ adjusted gross income is not over $2,200 to $0 if AGI 
exceeds $3,700. For households with more than one individual, the cre- 
Js^Sr^'"'' $176 if AGI is not over $4,400 to $0 if AGI exceeds 

7. Residents 65 or older or totally disabled are eligible for a $100 
11 nL ""'^ r^""^ '^^""^ percentage that income exceeds 

H Kr/"""" ^•'^^^^^ persons, at least one of whom is 65 or older 
tha?'rh^ ' f"^«llowed a refund equal to $150 reduced by the percentage 
that their actual income exceeds $6,000 per year. 

8. 
9- 



Food and medicine, taxed at 3 percent after January 1, 1980. 
Contingent on passage of constitutional admendment. 



SOURCE: State Tax Gui de. Comwjrce Clearinghouse. Inc. 
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tAXe^ based on sales prices (insurance and public ucilities), as e>{pecttid, 
continued tu outperform those based on physical sales alone (alcoholic 
beverage and tobacco products) because of extensive price increases from 
1977 ^to^l978. Both the ability and effort grew just less than 9 percunt 
(less than ptjrsonal Incoiie) , and underutiliratlon Increased moderately. 
These taxes are basically Incone- Inelastic because consumption is highly 
responsive to rather stable per capita use. 

The SREB group of states, as in past years, continued fo overutillze 
all flv»* sources; the alcoholic beverages., the public utility, and the 
"other** taxes were especially heavy. On the contrary, the North Cential 
st'ates underutilized all five sources substantially with the exception of 
the tobacco taxes. The Pacific region underutilized four sources substan- 
tially; the insurance taxes were slightly overutilized . In the other three 
geographic regions overall effort was reasonably close to ability. 

The greatest variation In utilization was In the public utility taxes 
and the "other" category of taxes. Public utility utilization varied from 
underutlllzatlJii of $419.3 million in the Pacific region to $502.6 million 
overut llizatlon in the SREB region. In the "other" category, the range was 
from underutiliratlon of $454-2 million in the North Centr.il region to 
$479.4 million overut ilization in the SREB region. 

For the alcoholic beverages; tobacco, and insurance taxes, the nation- 
wide effort equalled ability because all 30 states and the District of 
^ Columbia employed .t^re-^taxes in 1978, In the public utility sales taxes, 
only Massachusetts reported no revenue; thus, it recorded an unutilized 
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aaount equal to th^t of the natton. Four states reported no "other" 
■elective sales taxes. This category is primarily admissions taxes often 
Included in general sales taxes. Selective sales taxes are usually levied 
, in addition td general sales taxes on the same sales. Almost one-fifth of 
the selective sales taxes are levied by local governments— over one-third 
In the case of the public utility taxes- 
While the regional patterns are evident, state patterns within the 
regions are Just as varied. Tax bases (excepting the "other" category) are 
fairly standard. State variations are largely due to rate variations. 
States with high rates generally overutllize and those with low rates under- 
utilire the computed abilities. This characteristic is most evident in the 
tobacco products taxes (mortly cigarette taxes). Table 2 data Indicate 
substantial underutilizatlon in Kentucky, . t h Carolina, and Virginia, 
where state rates range from two to three cents per package of twenty 
cigarettes. Virginia has an offsettir.;: local tax that enhanced collections 
in 1978 by $13.^ million. Five other states report some local collections. 
The most extcnt^ve i» Hew York. 

On the othet ha.d, Connecticut and Massachusetts (rate, 2lc) and 
New York (rate, l^c 3nd substantial local collections) substantially over- 
utilize the source. A glance at Tables 2 and P indicates a high positive 
correlation betweten the cigarette tax rates and utilization. About one- 
third of the states tax tobacco products other than cigarettes, but the yield 
is less than one-fifth of the total in those states. 
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TABLE P 



CIGARETTE TAX RATES 
(Cent! per Package) 



..Hfflipj? *n<l State 


April 1, 1978 


June 1, 1979 


Region and State 


England States 








Connecticut 


,21 .00 


21 .00 


Georgia 


Ha t lie 


16.00 


16.00 


Kentucky 


Haiftachuirtts 


21.00 


16.00 


Louisiana 


New Hampshire 


12.00 


12.00 


Ma ryland 


Rhode Island 


18.00 


18.00 


Mississippi 


Vermont 


12.00 


12.00 


North Carolina 


Middle Atlantic States 






South Carolina 


Delaware 


14.00 


14.00 


Tennessee 


Hew Jertey 


19.00 


19.00 


Texas 


Hew York 


IS. 00 


15.00 


Virginia 


' Pennsylvania 


18.00 


18.00 


West Virginia 


North Central States 






Mountain States 


11 linoia 


12.00 


12.00 


Arizona 


Indiana 


10.50 


10.50 


Colorado 


iova 


13.00 


13.00 


Idaho 


Kansas 


11.00 


11 .00 


Montana 


Michigan 


11.00 


11 .00 


Nevada 


Minnesota 


18.00 


18.00 


New Mexico 


Missouri 


9,00 


9.00 


Oklahoma 


Nebraska 


13.00 


13.00 


Utah 


North Dakota 


11.00 


12.00 


Wyoming 


Ohio 


15.00 


15.00 


Pacific States 


South Dakota 


12.00 


14.00 


Alaska 


Wisconsin 


16,00 


16.00 


California 


SREB States 






Hawaii 


Alabaaa 


12.00 


12.00 


Oregon 


Arkansas 


17.75 


' 17.75 


Washington 


Florida 


21.00 


21.00 


District of Colun 



a. Forty percent of wholesale price. 

F"''**^''- State Tax Guide , Coawerce Clearinghouse, Inc. 
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September 1, 1977 April 1, 1978 



12.00 




3 , 00 




11 ,00 


1 1 00 


10.00 


1 0 oo 


1 1 . 00 


1 1 oo 

1 1 . V/v 


2.00 


2.00 


7.00 


7.00 


13 . 00 


1 '\ oo 


18.50 


1ft So 


2.50 


2.50 


12.00 


1 7 00 


13.00 


13.00 


10.00 


10.00 


9.10 


9.10 


12.00 


12.00 


10.00 


10.00 


12.00 


12.00 


13.00 


18.00 


8.00 


10.00 


8.00 


8.00 


8.00 


8.00 


10.00 


10.00 


a 

40 percent 


40 percent 


9.00 


9.00 


16.00 


16.00 


13.00 


13.00 



Alcoholic beverage tax rates and yield, are also closely correlated, 
though the rate schedules for various kinds of beverages are difficult to 
evaluate. Overutilizatlon of alcoholic beverage taxes is especially heavy 
in the SREB region. Area exceptions are Kentucky and Maryland, extensive 
producer states. Eight states (Alabama. Arkansas. Georgia. Illinois, 
Louisiana. Maryland. Tennessee, and West Virginia) reported small amounts 
of local collections. 

The overill rate of selective sales taxes in relation to personal 
income changed very little from 1977 to 1978. Rates for each of the five 
tax Categories are reported in Table B. 

State Death and Gift Tax es (Table 3) 

Three types of death taxes are employed in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. The first is a "pick-up" tax designed to utilize 
the federal tax credit and levying no additional tax on the estates. 
This form Is used in five states (Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, and 
Georgia) and is relatively unproductive. The second is an additional 
estate tax, and the third Is an inheritance tax on the individual inheri- 
tances. Estate and inheritance taxes are levied by using complex rate 
schedules and classes of estates or inheritances und various amounts of 
exemptions and deductions. The complexities make indivicfiial taxes difficult 
to evaluate in regard to productivity. 

Tvo states (South Dakota and West Virginia) use only an Inheritance 
tax. The West Virginia tax is reasonably productive. Two states (Oregon 
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and Rhode Island) eToploy all three types. Two states (Mississippi and 
North Dakota) use an estate tax only, and seven (Arizona, New York, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Utah, and Vermont) employ the estate tax in 
addition to the "pick-up" levy. At least 16 states J^ev^ a gift tax as 
well. No local governments are permitted to use either death or gilt 
taxes. 

A total of 18 states and the District of Columbia overutilized this 
series of taxes in 1978, The taxes were used heavily in the Pacific 
region (especially California), the New England region (especially Massa- 
chusetts), and the Middle Atlantic region (especially Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey). Among the SREB states, only Tennessee overutilized the 
sources in 1978, and that because of an unusually and nonrecurring high 
collection in that year. Tennessee has taken steps by legislative action 
to reduce the productivity of its inheritance taxes. 

Nationwide collections averaged $1.16 per $1,000 of personal income 
in 1978, down from $1.27 in 1977, This rate is not likely to increase in 
the near future, as several states have taken steps to reduce the tax by 
Increasing exemptions to offset the effects of inflation on the value of 
estates. 
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P roperty Taxes (Tabl^ 4) 

Property taxes accounted for 34.0 percent of state-local tax 
...J:-«y*^,t^ons m 1978 (Table 13). While they are still the dominant 
source, enphasis continued to decline— down from 35.2 percent in 
1977 and froa. 39.2 percent i„ 1971. Collections increased by 6.2 
percent from 1977 to 1978, significantly less than rhe prior year 
increase of 9.7 percent and significantly less than the growth of 
personal Income. Consequently, the tax rate per $1,000 of personal 
income declined from $43.29 in 1977 to $41.29 in 1978, The tax is 
basically local ($64.1 billion out of $66,4 billion, or 96.5 percent 
in 1978). Several states report coUection.s , but the amounts are 
minor with a few exceptions. Thirteen state.-> report collections in 
excess of $50.0 million, the high being in California ($536 million, 
4.7 percent of total collections) and Washington ($349 million, 
32.3 percent of total collection). 

The significance (effective effort) is somewhat less than 
indicated by the data m Table /, because many states have property 
tax relief programs in which a sizeable portion of the collections 
are returned to the taxpayer through direct credit or rebate pro- 
grams. These refunds are financed primarily by state nonproperty 
taxes. They are especially extensive for homestead tax relief in 
California, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, 
Oregon, and Wisconsin, and to a lesser extent in about twenty other 
stat.es. Some form of relief, usually state- financed , is available 
in every state. The relative decline in property tax emphasis is 
hastened also by the extensive exemptions of personal property 
taxes and indii.strial tax abatements in several states. 
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The SREB area continues to be the major area for underutiliza- 
tion--only 67 percent of ability is utilized (table l6) , and every 
state IS responsible. Underutilization is especially heavy in 
Alabama (28 . 2 percent ) . Only three of fourteen states use over 
three-fourths of their computed ability. 

The East and West Coast states continue to be the major over- 
users. All Che New England states, two of four Middle Atlantic 
i>tates, arui three of five Pacific region states are significant 
overnlil izers . Collection data are as indicated in Table 4; how- 
ever, the effective effort or burden is somewhat less in several 
states, due to the direct relief programs. 

Productivity is limited almost uniformly by weak administra- 
tion. Whether it much worse in one section than in another is a 
matter ot conjectures. Uniformly weak administration would affect 
productivity, but not relative comparisons. 



liuiividual income taxes accounted for 17.0 percent of the 
state-local tax collections in 1978, up from 16. 5 percent in 1977. 
Alter the rapid growth in 1977 (19.2 percent), growth slowed in 



The tax is generally elastic to income growth, but the elasticity 
was somewhat muted by new limitations that tend to reduce both 
productivity and elasticity (higher exemptions and deductions and 
indexing). Nationwide productivity is limited because six states 
still do not use the tax, and three use it only sparingly. Growth 
was evident from 1977 to 1978 in every user state and region. 
Nationally, 82.3 percent of the computed ability was utilized in 



!^ll!l^L^^iZj■j^!^l_jilgp„"l<^ Taxes (Tab le 5) 



1^78 to r^.A 



orcenc, but was still in excess of personal income growth. 
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i» «lto influenci^d by the distribution of taxable income. Table 15 
.data provide some insight into income distribution. States and 
regions with a high proportion of taxpayers in low income classes 
where fluirginal rates arc low have. I ^ ability to collect taxes 
than dp .those, with a high jproportion of the taxpayets in middle to 
high income classes. By this i»easure the income in the Middle 
Atlantic region should be more productive of taxes than the other 
five regions; that in the Mountain and SREB states, the least pro- 
ductive . 

The tax yield was $24.99 per $1,000 of personal income in 
1978, up from $24>50 in 1977. 

Corporation Income Taxes (Table 5) 

Corporation income taxes demonstrated a fair measure of income 
elasticity in 1978. Only a small number of legislative actions 
vere taken to change productivity--these mostly in the nature of 
limiting revenue as the realization grows that steps need to be 
taken to maintain profits as a means of improving the rate of 
capital accumulation. Corporation income tax collections increased 
by 17.1 percent from 1977 to 1978. Underutilization increased by 
19. 2 percent. 

Growth in revenues was not especially uniform in the six geo- 
graphic regions. As in past years, economic (corporation) activity 
in the South and West continued to expand at rates in excess of 
those in the Midwest and Esst. As with the individual taxes, the 
major portion of the underutilization in 1978 was in the SREB 
region, most notably in Texas, where the tax is not levied. The 
North Central and Mountain regions underutilized the tax to a 
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lesser extent th.m the SREB rv^^on^ , niui iW rem.nning roRions 
ove rut 1 1 ijced 1 1 . 

A total of 13 sU)tcs .vnd the Dv.Unrt ol ColumlMa overtUH»z<^l 
^^fKi^ VouVci^-OfnV one^'aouV¥Uno) Mrthe SRKB 'region ' M^vjor "over- " 
. .Uti liziiig i.,td verc. ,i1u.si>,j chu.srt t s- (New • Kngl ntu!^ rrgTon ) , Nev York 
nnd Pennsylv^irua Ihuldle At Knit ic n-gion), Michigan (North Conlr.il 
region), and Calitoruia (Pacvlic region). Nevada, Washington, and 
Wyoming, m addition to Texas, do not employ the tax. This strongly 
1 n 1 1 uence s regional pe r f o rma n r e . 

Comparison ot tax piodiu t i vi ty remains dilfirult hecanse of 
the complexity ot credit, deduction, and exemption policies and 
state apportionment of the income of multistate corporations. 

'"Apnlly hecomin_g more AJnlform along, 
lines developed by the multifitate tax compact plan and by the 
adoption of depreciation and depletion guidelines developed by the 
federal internal revenue service. 

As uniformity becomes a fart, tax rates become more important 
as a determinant at productivity. Tax rates (generally flat rates 
art' used) range from 12 percent in Minnesota and ten percent in 
Connecticut and New York to 2.35 percent in Michigan, and four 
percent in Illinois, Regional rates generally correlate positively 
with utilization rates. Rates ranging from five to six percent are 
almost universal in the SRKB st;ites. (Maryland has a rate of seven 
percent). Both the East and We.sf Coast states often hav/* hi^lier ral(>.s 
than the Midwestern and Southern .states. 

The tax rate per $1,000 of personal income increased from 
$6,9S in 1977 to $7,31 m J97«. 
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1978. Utilization w.> heaviest regionally in the Middle Atlantic 
region (122 percent), with Delaware and New York being especially 
heavy users. Other heavy users were Massachusetts in the New 
„£ngland..«84on ;...Minne90ta -and-WiTnronTi-n-ln the TJofth Cent-ral "regioV 

in the Pacific region;, and Maryland 

in the SRF.B region. 

Regional productivity is influenced by the states not using 
the tax or using it sparingly. For example, Florida and Texas in 
the SREB region do not use the tax, and Tennessee uses it lightly 
(selected dividend and interest income make up the tax base). 
While 27.4 percent of the ccputed ability is in the region, only 
17 percent of collections are there. The bulk of the unutilized 
taxes are in this region, centered in these three states. Two 
states m the mountain region (Nevada and Wyoming); one in the 
Pacific region (Washington); and one in the North Central region 
(South Dakota) do not use the tax. Connecticut and New Hampshire 
li«it the tax base to capital gains and income earned out of state, 
respectively. 

Ten states reported l6cal incoene tax collections (including 
business net income taxes) in 1978. Sizeable amounts were r-ported 
in Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 
Local collections were 12.3 percent of total collections. In 
Maryland, the local taxes were about half of the total, and in New 
York, well over on«-third. Approximately 4,000 local jurisdictions 
in the nation employ local income taxes. 

Productivity is influenced by the, rate schedules and the 
extensiveness of personal deductions, exemptions, and credits. It 



123 



i3U 





Slate livtMii>e.s vUf pl.Utni on lol.nNus, bjnilhMs, m\<\ pr<n]nc«Ms 
oi Alcoholu' bovLM.i>!;Os u) overy bl.iLi- exc ept llav.\n i . LoCvil govorn- 
menls aljio colled license toes, but. on their collertioiis nre 

not Avai lable. They are reporitsl in ''oUu^ onti un;ri ) 6c.ib 1 e" tnx 
col led loiii* in T.ible 11. 

Th)f> soijrce oi i;tjie tax reveiuie is becoming i iicre.iii i ngly 
vnsign^ t icaiit . Collodions ilecre.ised irom $178 million m 1977 lo 
$173 nnUion \n 19/8. Slates collected only 11 cents per $1,000 ot 
personal ineome m 1978, dovn irom 12 ccmU.s m 1977. Liquor licence 
taxes accounted tor less thiHi 0. 1 percent oi tot.^1 state-local 
taxes in 19 78. Collections ^ire t?qiMny i ns i gin f i cant in evory 
region and .sLait;- 

j 

Tn addition lo pr.^perty taxes placed on motor vehicles by 
several slates, two other motor vrhi c 1 e-rc^ 1 at ed taxes are levied-- 
license taxes on the vehicles and fuels tax'vs on fuels consumed on 
the states' lughways. While the collections are not large when 
compared with property, general sales, or income taxes, they loom 
large primarily because they are deilicated to, and are almost the 
only support tor, highway cons t rtut i on and maintenance in most 
states;. 

Together liiry account for about 7.4 percent of state- local tax 
collections. They exhibit r<jther slow growth ( e I as 1 1 c i ly ) f i rs t , 
because" ownf" rsh i p .i nd use o f veh i c 1 es a re pr i ma r i I y re 1 a ted to 
population level and growth, anff second, because the tax base is 
not gene r aTl y .i f f e ( t ed by i n f 1 a t i on \ n p r i ( es . 
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While the reUtion of ownership and use has been somewhat 
stable, showing only a slight upward trend in relation to population, 
this trend uy be reversed as the supply of fuels stabilizes or 
decreases and prices increase. Productivity from these sources is 
almost certain to stabilize or decline in the next few years. 

Motor fuels taxes are collected by local governments in eight 
states and the District of Columbia and license taxes by local gov- 
ernments in 28 states and the District of Columbia. Local ct>llec- 
tions accounted for 3.0 percent of collections in 1978. 

Motor Ve hicle Licens e Taxes (Tab le 7^ 
License taxes increased by 4,5 percent from 1977 to 1978^ 
accounting for $33,43 per registered vehicle in 1978. The number 
of vehicles increased by 4.7 percent. Overutilization is most 
evident in the Middle Atlantic regioi^, where every state does so, 
and the North Central region, where eight of twelve states overuti- 
lize the source. Four of five Pacific area states overutilizc 
license taxes, but their overutilization is more than offset by 
underutilization in California. 

Other major "low users are Alabama, Georgia, Massachusetts, 
Louisiana, Kentucky, Mississippi, and South Carolina, six of which 
are SREB states. Three other SREB states failed by small amounts 
to utilize their ability in 1978, while five overutilized ability, 
two {Florida and Virginia) by substantial amounts. Heavy use is 
indicated in Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, 
Alabama, and Oregon, in addition to Florida, 

While the tax is computed according to vehicle horsepower, 
weight, a flat fee, or some other factor, the fact remains that the 
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average lax per auto us s igin f i cini ly hi^hrr m Ihis last group ot 
states than in the tirsi. 

-• ^ Mot ar. V.e.h i cl.t^ M?J^±.Pl 

As with the liccni^e taxes^ tuels taxt»s .iro relatively f;low- 
growing because they are generally volume rather than value taxef;. 
Only two states; (J^ew Mexico and Washington) have convertetl to limi- 
ted volume taxes. Others will likely introduce value concep's into 
their ta:)ces or increase gallonage rates as the growth in collections 
continues to lag behind .nflation in highway costs. The 200 percent 
rise 111 tuels prices in the last decade has done nothing to increase 
revenues. in fact, there is a tendency to reduce revenues as higher 
prices reduce eflect"ive demand. Another possible limiting factor 
m tuels tax growth is the thr^-atened short supply o( tuels. If 
voluiur taxes persist, taxes will be limited to growth in supply. 

Collections increased by 4.7 percent from 1977 to 1978. The 
average rate per gallon was eight cents, and per registered vehicle, 
$66.77, both only marginally greater than in 1977. 

Productivity in the states is highly Jependent on tax rates be- 
cause the basis is subst ant j a \ 1 y uniform in the states. Rates on 
gasoline vary from five cents per gallon in Texas (where the source 
IS highly underuti L ized) to 12 cents in Washington (where the source 
is highly overuti 1 1 zed) and 11 cents in Connecticut, Michigan, New 
Hampshire, and Pennsylvania (also significant overut i 1 i zers) . Pro- 
duction is also influenced by the degree of use of and taxation of 
gasahol and other synthetic fuels. Iowa currently limits the tax on 
gasahol --other states generally tax it at the same rate as other fuels 
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As- noted above, a few local jurisdictions in eight state levy 
fuels taxes. These tJ^xes , including District of Columbia taxes, 
accounted for one percent of collections in 1978. Thus, fuel taxes 
ar-e not m viable source of local revenue. 

State tax rates are lasted m Table Q. In a few states diesel . 
fuels (for cownercial vehicles, primarily) are taxed at higher 
rates than "gasoline. 

Taxes (Tabl e 9) 
Severance taxes can be used effectively only by states in 
which significant amounts of natural resources are located. For 
Lhis reasoi;, the common denominator used to estimate ability is the 
value of products seYf>red from the states' land and waters. Severance 
taxes can be either volume taxes (per ton, barrel, or other vo\\me 
or weight measures) or value taxes (dollars per ton, per barrel, 
etc.). As expected, value taxes are more elastic than volume taxes 
m ti.nes of rapid price increases, and this affects growth in 
productivity. Some states use a dual basis in which the higher of 
two taxes is paid, one based on volume and one on value. For 
example, Kentucky's coal severance tax is a minimum per-ton tax of 
50 cents or 4.5 percent of gross value. Coal, oil, and natural gas 
make up the largest part of severance products taxed. Louisiana, 
Texas, and Oklahoma heavily exploit their oil and gas production. 
Kentucky has substantial coal severance taxes, while other coal- 
producing states such as Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia 
do not. However, West Virginia of fsets this with a gross receipts 
tax report, as shown in Table I. Minnesota exploits its iron pro- 
ducing industry substantially, 
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a. Varies by county. 

b. An additional tax is levied at 3 percent of the retail price. 

c. Rate varies based on the wholesale price but cannot vary by more than K per gallon in any one year. 

Rate varies frgin 9.^ to 12C per gallon based on the weighted retail price of all gasoline .old in the state. 
SOURCE: State Tax Guide . Commerce Clearinghouse, Inc. 
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Al»o»t 60 percent of the extractive values are located in the 
SREB region trhere cloic to 70 percent of the? tax is collected^ 
Severance taxation 1» insignificant in the £ast Coast regions 
because of the lack of extractive industries (lack o^f taxable 
natural resources). Fisheries > though taxable, are not heavily 
exploited by taxation. 

Several states have sufficient potential and have failed to 
utilize it-- Pennsylvania, Illinois, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, 
Ohio, Alabana, Arizona, Colorado, Utah, Virginia, and California 
arc aflK>ng the legist efficient users. Texas, Oklahowa, and Alaska 
arc anong the heavy users, 

Underutilization increased by 9.7 percent froB 1977 to 1978, to 
$532 Million, while collections increased by 15.0 percent. Several 
states have recently taken legislative action to increase productiv- 
ity. These are detailed in an earlier section. Taxes accounted 
for $A7.02 on each Ol>000 of value of severed products in 1978, up 
fro« $46.62 in 1977. 

Transfer T^xes (Table 10) 
Transfer taxes are levied on the value of transfers of real 
estate and nontangible documents, such as mortgages, other debt 
instruments, stocks, av^ bonds. Productivity is influenced by the 
coverage. In sotte states taxet are limited to real estate transfers 
in others, the «K)st productive element is stock and bond transfers. 
Collections are made by at least 32 states and the District of 
Columbia, In sowc of these and in some states not employing a 
state tax, local jurisdictions collect a tax. Local data are not 
available. Local collections are included in "other and unal- 
locable" taxes in Table 11. 
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Nf?w YorV \.s especi.^illy fortiiiuilo in t.ix ability ben-^iiusr ol its 

eKtensivc <5tock and boiui markets. Abo\a two- fifths ol the iitale 

taxe.s .ire collected iii that state. .Sl.ite trans ter I axej; increased 

by 18,6 percent trom 1 977 to 1978. This is g<Mierally vj value t^ix 

and respon.sive to increases in real estate and stock market prices. 

Underuti ] ixat ion increased by 52.7 percent primarily because ^ . the 

high rate of mtlation irom 1977 to 107B. 

hi seel taneous , ot he r_, cable taxes , to tal laxe:> 

(Table 11 r 

Total teixes as reported in Tables 1 throui^h 11 ,Mre reported in 
(vu'il cohunn of Table M. In addition to the a 1 1 ocabl e taxes in 
T^ibles I through 10, the first tvo coivimns of Table 11 report two minor 
sources of taxes that are not conducive to the computation of 
ability roc a s u r e s . 

P»'rtfrutuel taxe:-. are largely limited to a few states in which 
dog and horse racing tradition is long in history. It is not 
likely that other states can develop the industry in the near 
future. Over one-third of the revenue is found in the East Coast 
states. Most of the remainder is in Illinois, Michigan, Ohio 
(North Central region), Arkansas, Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, and 
Maryland (SRKB region), and California (Pacific region). All these 
states have a long tradition of horse racing and, more recently, of 
dog racing. 

Other license taxes (Column 2 of Table 11) consist of several 
minor taxes. Other and unallocable taxes (Column 3) are not dis- 
tinguishable as fitting into the major categories, but are neces- 
sary to report in order to compute total tax collections. 




j-^tjg... Local N ontax ^j gjlSLL^LJteyeniie (Table 19) 
Tax effort is otten influenced by the degree of use of nontax 
revenues, such aij charges and f ees for publ ic services and other 
recurring nontax income. that are not classified as taxes. As with 
taxes, these sources are used to different degrees by the states. 
Some states overiitiU?,e or underutilize both lax and nontax sources, 
Others overutilize one and underutilize the other as an offset. 
Table 19 i.s designed to ,show these tendencies and to indicate net 
unutili7,ed ability from both categories ot revenues. New York, 
Hmnesot.i, Wisconsin, and Alaska are examples of major overuse of 
both categories, Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Illinois, 
Ohio, and Virginia are examples of major underutilization of both 
categories. Masi>acbuset t s , Nebraska, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
and Texas are prime examples of states dveruti 1 i xi ng one category 
and underutrli7.ing the other. The SREB states and North Central 
region especially overutili^ie nontax sources as an offset to low 



tax effort. 
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NOTKS AND SOllKCKS FOR TABLES 

TABLE 1 

Twenty-six st.ites rt'poriing local tax collections arc desiK" 
nateil xn Tablt- 0. Al.iska h.is only loc.U tvixes. l\w District oi 
Columbia's t^ixe^ arc reported as local i.ixes. 

Source: Popuhition: U.S. Bureau of the Census, y9i>oliition 
Estimates and Pro ject^iojT^ , Serit^s No. 790, T)eceinber 1978, 

I'abJe I; Income: U.S. Department ot Corwierce, §HIYey_of_Curnen^ 
J^ly 1978, p. 72, ^nd July 1979, p,72; Collection data: 
U.S. Department of Coinnjerce, StaU^,overn^ 197^, 
Table 7; U.S. Department of Commerce, Governmental Finances in 
]y21zl^y Table 5; and unpublished data on local taxes provided by 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Governments Division and the Govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia, Department of Finance and Revenue. 

TABLE 2 

Contributions from state-owned liquor stores included in taxes 
tor 17 states are included in Alcoholic beverage selective sales 
taxes. The states are Alabama, Idaho, Towa, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Montana, New Hampshire, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Utah, Vermont, 
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Net profits of 
municipally owned stores in Minnesota, North Carolina, and South 
Dakota are not included. Net profits from municipally owned 
electric, gas, and water utilities sre included in public utility 
selective sales taxes. 

Source: See citation for Table 1 and St^ate Governnu'Tit Finances , 
1978, Tables 16 and 20. 
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TABLE 3 

Sourcfci See citations for Table 1. 
TABLE 4 

Source; See citations for Table 1, 
TABLE 5 

Local business net income taxes are included in the individual 
income tax columns. In computing the average rate, states not using 
a broad-based tax (Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Tennessee) as well 
as states not using the tax were excluded. In addition to state taxes, 
ten states and the District of Columbia reported local collections in 
1978. The states are Alabama, Deiaware, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Michigan, Missouri, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

Source; See citations for Table 1. 



TABLE b 



Source: See citations for Table 1 



TABLE 7 

Local motor vehicle license tax collections were reported -in 
28 states and the District of Columbia. Significant amounts were 
reported m Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, and 
Pennsylvania, 

Source: See citations for Table !; and The World A lmanac and 
TABLE_8 

Local tax collections were reported in Alabama. Arkansas, Hawaii, 
Illinois, Mississippi, Nevada, New York, and Oregon in addition to the 
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D ii> t ri c I of Co 1 iirtitn 3 . 

Source: See citations tor T*iblcs I and 7. 

TABLE 

Source; See citations for Table 1; 'J.S. Department of the In- 
terior, Mint^rals Yearbook, 1978, Volume 1, Table 4; U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Current Fisheri es Stati stics, Fisheries oX United 
States ,1977 , p. 18; and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agricul- 
ture, Volume II, General Keport, Chapter VII, Table 3. 

TAB LE 10 

New York and Texas were excluded in the computation of the aver- 
age rate. 

Local realty triuisfer tax in city of Wilmington, Delaware, is 
levied at a rate ot 1 percent. 

A local tax in New York transfers of real property is levied where 
conrilderacion is over $25,000. 

Local taxes are authorized in Pennsylvania. Over 1,000 school 
districts and 8S0 other units impose this tax. 

Tax m Indiana js restricted to corporations subject to gross 
income tax. 

A local tax is authorized in Ohio, South Carolina, West Virginia, 
and Californi.i. 

City of Baltimore, Maryland, and specified counties arjf authorized 
to 1 rvy t hi s tax . 

Virginia counties and cities may levy a tax of one-third the state 

tax . 
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In Washington, a county tax is authorized and employed in all 39 
counties on real estate at a 1 percent rate. 
Source: See citations for Table 1. 

TABLE 11 

Source: See citations for Tables 1-10. 

TABLE 12 

Source: Tables 1-10. 

TABLE 13 

Source: Tables 1-11. 

TABLE 14 

Source: See citations for Table 1; and Henry J. Frank, "Mea- 
suring Stale Tax Burdens," National Tax Journal , Volume XXI, June 1959, 
p. 183- 

T ABLE 15 

Source: U.S. Departaent of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Ser- 
"^^^Cy gMl^i_sii£g^Q f__Inconie, 1976, Indivi du al Income Tax Returns , Pub- 
lication 79 (4-79), Table 5-5. 

TABLES 16 -.19 

Source: See citations for Tables 1, 7, and 9. 
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APPEKDIX 



The statistical techinqiie used in the various SRKB tax porformanco 
reports has consisted of four i;imple steps as follows: 

(1) Average rntes,by type of tax, wore computod for nil stiJtts 
levying each parciculnr type of tax. 

(2) The average rates were multiplied by the appropriate proxy 
bases in each state. The product represents tax ability. 

(3) Ability and effort for each tax category were aggregated. 
The total represents state^locai tax ability and effort, 
respectively. 

(4) Effort was subtracted frotii ability for each tax and for 
total taxes. The difference represents the performance 
level--over~ or underutil ization in dollar Pinounts. 

The basic effort data wore tax collections compiled by t)ic government's 
Division of the U.S. Bureau of t)ie Census. A proxy base was selected for 
each of 15 major taxes and a set of average rates was computed. The rates 
were weighted averaj>es — aggregate collections divided by the aggregate 
proxy base for all j>tatos using each tax. If., a particular state did not 
use a cax» it was omitted in computing the average rate. A staters tax 
ability was computed for each of the 15 major taxes by multiplying the 
proxy base by the average rate. To compute total state-local tax ability, 
the 15 separate abilities were aggregated along with collections from other 
minor* and unallocable tax amounts. 
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Finally, ability (for each tax and for total taxes) by state was 
cotnpared with actual collections to measure tax performance. If a state 
rate for a particular tax exceeded the average rate, that state was 
considered to be overutlliring its ability. If its rate were below aver- 
age » ability was considered underutilized. 

The most common and appropriate proxy tax base used in the SREB 
study was fiscal year personal income as reported by the U.S. Bureau 
of the Census. Average tax rates were expressed in dollars per $1,000 
of personal income and this rate applied in all states. Alternative proxy 
bases were used in some cases for which a more reliable measure was avail- 
able. For severance taxes a more appropriate base was the value of 
national ro.sources severed from the land and waters of the state. The 
number of motor vehicles registered and the taxed consumption of motor 
fuels were considered more appropriate for estimating ability to collect 
motor vehicle license taxes and fuel taxes, respectively. On the other 
hand, the volume of taxed tobacco products and alcoholic beverages was 
not considered an appropriate proxy base because of the widespread boot- 
legging of the products. For example, tobacco tax ability would appear 
relatively low in Tennessee (tax on cigarettes, 13c per package), and 
high in Kentucky (tax on cigarettes, 3C per package) and North Carolina 
(2c per package) because of extensive purchases of cigarettes by Tennessee 
residents in these two border states. By the same token, bootlegging 
reduces the collections in Tennessee relative to Kentucky and North Carolina- 
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rinally, personal income m^y not be tho idenl proxy bnso for corporation 
property and Incomo taxes, because up to half of the taxes may be exported 
to nonresidents. However, other potential proxies—such as corporation 
wages; employroent , sales, and property values; or nonfam lncome--nre 
equally disadvantageous because they cannot be reliably allocated to the 
states, or they are not closely related to taxable corporation property or 
Income , 
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